


VESSELS OF WRATH (Series #8) 
R. L. Kilpatrick 


THE TRUTH ABOUT HELL 
Michael Hall 


COMMUNAL MEETINGS 
Buff Scott, Jr. 


THE COVENANT OF THANKSGIVING 
Carl Lloyd 


SKETCHES 
Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


BLACK & WHITE GOSPEL 
Keith Smothers 


CRYSTALIZING A MOVEMENT 
Editor 


VOL. VII No. 1 MAY 1980 


“= 





THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH (Series) No.8 R.L. Kilpatrick 


“vessels of wrath’ 


In this issue we will begin where we left off in the last article, 
which had to be cut short for lack of space. - rlk 


(Scriptures listed without book reference are from Romans.) 





Again, Jewish unbelief was not so much a matter of being unable 
to accept the deity of Christ as it was a matter of pride. They are 
without excuse for their unbelief, which meant that the evidence set 
before them was sufficient. The fact that some believed meant that 
some were willing to give up their law righteousness and accept the 
righteousness of Christ. Those who disbelieved were those who 
refused God's righteousness. Every Jew who had the ability to 
reason saw the Savior just as did Nocodemus who knew that Jesus 
was a teacher who came from God. If it was evident to Nicodemus 
it was just as evident to others. Therefore, "unbelief" refers 
more to rejection of Christ's righteousness than to His origin. All 
this necessitates that we look closer at the meaning of 'faith'’ and 
“unbelief'’ as these terms are used in Romans 10. In this chapter, 
is the essence of faith the "conviction" concerning the Sonship of 
Christ, or is it the acceptance” of his teaching? Does either of 
these have to include the other? This is, may one believe in the 
deity of Christ without accepting his "Lordship", and may one sub- 
scribe to Christian philosophy without subscribing to His divine 
origin? Both possibilities exist. Note that Nicodemus was con- 
vinced of Christ's origin without understanding his teachings, even 
about “rebirth."’ But this leads us to ask, how could he have faith 
since "faith comes by hearing''? He had faith and he came to hear! 
How so? Because faith has its origin in "reason", and then in 
"conscience", and the faith triangle was completed when Nicodemus 
witnessed the miracles. All this he had BEFORE he came to Jesus 
to inquire about these matters, but AFTER he heard, his faith 
became “full grown" and led to his rebirth. This has to mean that 
believing in the deity of Christ alone is not enough for "saving faith". 
The kind of faith that saves can only come through the preaching of 
the cross. Moser has a good word on this point. 


Christ must be preached. When he is preached faith fol- 
lows naturalty. Whether faith is a condition or not, it is 
present when Christ is preached. But faith that justifies 
can never exist apart from the preaching of Christ as 
sinoffering" (Gist of Romans, Gospel Light Publishing Co., 


page 98) (turn to page 16) 
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The Truth About Hell 


Michael Hall 
St. Louis, Mo 


What is hell really like? Is it a place or a condition ? Should we 
think of it in terms of geography and temperature? Or should we 
conceptualize it as a state of being, or rather, non-being? 


The fact is, our view of hell will perversely influence not only 
how we perceive of God, but the kind of people we'll become, our 
perspective of reality and of human nature. That makes it pretty 
important in having a good biblical grasp of that reality which we 
call "heli." 


Too long we've allowed the portraits drawn by fire and damnation 
preachers of Calvinism to dominate our theology of hell. Seldom 
do we seriously restudy the question to get a biblical focus for 
ourselves. WhenI made an intensive personal study of the matter 
some years back, I came to some different conclusions from what 
I had been told, believed in, and even preached myself. What fol- 
lows is my studied opinion which I believe presents the Bible's 
truth on the subject of "hell." 


THE BIBLICAL WORDS FOR HELL 
"Hell,"’ in English originally meant "to hide or to cover." It had 
no religious connotations at all and literature in old English freq- 
uently used the word in sentences like, "a woman helled her 
potatoes."’ But current usage of that word has connotations of an 
"unending torture." 


The original Hebrew word was Sheol, "the unseen state." (It is 
translated hell 31 times, grave 31 times, and pit 3 times.) Where 
are the dead when they die? Their real selves, separate and apart 
from their bodies are not seen. They have in some sense or 
another "gone back to God who gave it."" That realm or place, that 
state of being is "the unseen state.’’ The Greek word Hades means 
the same thing, literally, "the unseen world.” 


Another Greek word, Tartarus, which occurs only once in the 
Bible is also translated hell {Il Pet. 2:4). What does it mean? 
Thayer's Lexicon says, "A subterranean region, doleful and dark, 
regarded by the ancient Greeks as the abode of the wicked dead; it 
answers to the Gehenna of the Jews.’ The word springs from the 
mythology of the Greeks and indicated "the sunless abyss below 
Hades, where Zeus imprisoned the Titans." 


The last Greek word is Gehenna (Ge Hinnon, or valley of Hinnon). 
This was a real valley outside the city of Jerusalem. The word 
means "burning place."’ That's because it was the city garbage 
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dump for waste, decay and refuse (II Kings 23:10). The only writer 
in the N. T. who used the word other than Jesus was James when he 
described the destructive power of the tongue (James 3:6). 


CONCLUSION: Biblical terminology for "hell" is vague and 
nebulous. Two words (Sheol, Hades) means nothing more than"an 
unseen region." Gehenna is loaded with imagery of a garbage dump, 
and speaks of waste and filth. Tartarus is figurative, suggesting 
the Greek mythology of the underworld of a dark pit. 


BIBLICAL METAPHORS FOR HELL 


Concerning Oriental thought- structure, it's not therefore sur- 
prising to discover that the biblical language is metaphorical and 
highly figurative. While Western cultures boast of their literalness, 
realism and functionalistic approach to the world, Eastern cultures 
glory in the figurative, the paradoxical and the metaphorical. 
That's why it would be destructive to approach the Scriptures liter- 
ally. Those writings were NOT created within a Greek, Roman, or 
American culture. They were spawned in a Jewish culture which 
put a high premimum on symbolic language. 


Don't, therefore, expect the biblical metaphors and analogies to 
be addressed to your intellectual curiosity. The imagery —~—vivid 
and horrible—probably has no other function than to AROUSE you 
emotionally. Here is an enumeration of the most frequent symbols: 


1) The second death (Rev. 20:14; Rom. 6:23). 

2) The burning up of chaff (Mat. 3:12). 

3) Where the worm never dies (Mark 9:43-48). 

4) Where the fire is not quenched. Lake and furnace of fire. 
5) Outer darkness (Mat. 8:12; 13:42; 25:30; Jude 13). 

6) Deep, bottomless pit (Rev. 20:1-3; 9:2). 

7) Wailing, weeping, gnashing of teeth (Mat. 8:12; 25:30). 

8) Chains. 

9) Punishment (II Thess, 1:8-9). 

10) Land of no return (Job 7:9; 16:22). 


CONC LUSIONS 


1) Whatever "hell" is, it is not physical! It cannot be "seen" 
through the empirical senses. It is "the unseen state", therefore 
it's not a physical reality. We can forget about there being literal 
fire, literal torture and literal chains. Let's not confuse the fig- 
urative symbol with the reality to which it points. 


2) Whatever “hell” is, it is horribly real! The vivid imagery 
appeals to our emotions and warns of something very real; a 
terrible disaster which threatens our existence. It takes horrors 
of THIS life (fire, darkness, chains, torment, worms), horrors 
with which we are familiar and points to the ultimate horror. 
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3) Whatever else "hell'' may mean, IT IS THE END, Consign- 
ment to the lake of fire is treated as the end of the story, not the 
beginning. The biblical metaphors stresses hell's finality, not its 
duration (C.S, Lewis}. The "punishment" to be suffered in hell is 
"eternal destruction." 


Notice those terms: DESTRUCTION, not destroying, as in the 
present tense. If the word had been "eternal destroying," the 
picture would be that of a torturous existence. But that's NOT 
what the Bible says. It says: destruction; the end, the termination. 


But you ask: ‘What's ‘eternal’ about this destruction?" Its effects, 
it can never be undone. What results when one suffers this punish- 
ment of being destroyed LASTS FOREVER. The word "eternal" as 
well as "everlasting" both come from one Greek word, aionios. 
And aionios literally means ‘age-lasting."' It means "continuity 
(without a break) whether for a definite or indefinite time period, 
long or short, therefore denotes a period or state of undefined 
length" (W.E. Howell). It does not mean simply “forever and ever 
and ever," 


William Barclay writes: 'Simply to take the word aionios, when 
it refers to blessings and punishments, to mean lasting for ever is 
to oversimplify and indeed to misunderstand the word altogether. "' 


Aionios means "'age-lasting."" The determining factor therefore 
becomes "how long does the age under consideration last?"' And 
that forces us to look at the CONTEXT. In Philemon 15, Philemon 
was to receive Onesimus back 'forever.'' Do you mean he would be 
a slave in the eternity of heaven? Of course not. But throughout 
the age of his life on earth, throughout that whole age, he would 
always be back, not to run away anymore! 


Jesus cursed a tree a few days before his crucifixion and said, 
"let no fruit grow on thee henceforth forever" (Mat. 21:19). How 
long is that forever? "Age-lasting."" Throughout the entire agethat 
that particular tree existed, Does that tree still exist in an unfruit- 
ful state? I doubt it. But as long as it did exist, it bore no fruit. 


Sodom and Gomorrah, Jude said, suffered "the vengence of eter~ 
nal fire'' (Jude 7), Does that mean that the fire is still burning to 
this very day in the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah? Of course 
not. Those cities are more than likely under the Dead Sea presenthy. 
Then can that verse be true? Were they avenged by "eternal fire?" 
Yes, How long did that fire last? "“Age-lasting.'' Until the age of 
those cities ended. That fire burned and burned and burned, it 
devoured and consumed until those cities ceased to be. And when 
the age of those cities ended, the fire ended. It was "eternal" in 
that sense. 


So “eternal” doesn't mean "forever" in an unqualified sense. It 
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is qualified by the context and subject. With regard to "hell’’ how 
eternal will that punishment be? Until we are destroyed. The 
word is not "destroying." When we are destroyed, the effects of 
that will continue forever. 


Hell is the punishment for the wages of sin--which is death. And 
the punishment that will be meted out is ''destruction," utter, com- 
plete and absolute destruction—annihilation, non-existence. Is that 
horrible? Yes, in the absolute sense. Only physical horrors of 
fire, pain, worms, etc., can even begin to depict how horrible that 
will be. 


4) Hell is not therefore unending torture. It is not "eternal 
destroying.'’ Instead, it is DEATH, the second death. That meta- 
phor suggests that in a way similar to bodily death, hell is a death 
of the soul or spirit. 


I. the first death, all physical, emotional and mental "parts" of 
man dies. There is a TOTAL severance of life. There is no move- 
ment in the body, no more brain waves, no more emotional response. 
Man is DEAD. "In death there is no remembrance of Thee..." 
(Psalms 6:5; 115:17). When that happens, then the inner self (soul) 
of man "sleeps," The righteous "sleep in Christ,'’ awaiting the 
end-time when Jesus shouts and wakes them up out of the graves" 
("sleep" is used 32 times in the Bible to speak of death). 


In similar manner, hell is a death, the second one. It is a total 
and utter severance of that inner self which survived bodily death, 
It is the end, the termination point. Now, the "self" ceases to exist 
as the body has. 


THE TORTUROUS HELL ASSUMPTION 


If one believes ina torturous hell, he must make several assump- 
tions, none of which seem valid to me. What are these assumptions? 
1) He must assume that mankind is innately immortal. That is, he 
has an immorta! soul which cannot die, which cannot be put toa 
second death, which cannot suffer the punishment of being destroyed. 
But where did the idea of an "immortal soul" come from? Certainly 
not from the Bible. It came from Plato and the other Greek philos- 
ophers. It's Greek Philosophy instead of Christian theology. Read 
your Bible and try to find one place where the Bible says that un- 
converted man has an “immortal soul.'’ You can't do it. Nowhere 
does it say that. On the contrary, the Bible says, ''By the appearing 
of Jesus Christ, he has abolished death and brought life and 
IMMORTALITY to light through the good-news" (II Tim. 1:10). 


How has immortality been brought to light? ‘Through the good- 
news. '' Before this the secret of receiving immortality wasn't 
known. So without the good-news there is no immortality. Immor- 
tality then must be conditional, conditional to reception of Christ's 
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good-new. In theology this position on hell is referred to as 
“conditional immortality." 


Consequently, immortality is not innate. It is a gift. It is some- 
thing men and women receive from Jesus Christ. And if people are 
not innately immortal, then unless they get the gift of immortality, 
then after the first death, if there's nothing to turn their bodies 
into immortal bodies and give them life "age - lasting" (eternally) 
then they will experience an everlasting second death. They wil! be 
destroyed, wiped out. 


2) Assumption number two made by those who believe in a tor- 
turous hell is that God is a torturer. But who can believe this? 
Why, that undermines everything the good-news of Christ declares! 
The torturous hell idea posits that God will change after the end- 
time, that He will become the God of no hope instead of now being 
the God of all hope. It posits that instead of using pain for charact- 
er-development, chastisement and bringing to repentence as He 
now does, He will have utterly no purpose or objective in inflicting 
pain except to sadistically enjoy giving pain. How blasphemous and 
slanderous. What a pagan concept of God. I thought that Christ 
Said that anyone who had seen him had seen the Father. And Jesus 
certainly didn't go around inflicting torturous pain on people. In 
fact, everything Jesus said and did demonstrated that he came to 
alleviate pain. 


3) Another assumption undermines the theology of the Cross for 
it says that the atonement wasn't really substitutionary. Biblically, 
Jesus experienced "death" for every man, the death which every 
man and woman would receive unless they allow Jesus to "take 
their place."’ That death was the essence of hell, separation from 
God. 


Now tell me, how long did Jesus suffer on the Cross? How long 
did he experience that hell for you and me? Remember too, he did 
not merely die just for one of us, but for the totality of all of us. If 
his punishment, if his destruction was LESS than what one person 
will have to bear individually, then how could his atonement fully, 
completely and adequately atone for everyone's guilt? 


If Jesus, in taking the place of those who trust in him had to 
suffer an unending torturous hell, he would still be there. But that's 
not what happened. Therefore, we had better rethink our concept 
of hell out again. The cross must determine our theology of hell, 
not vice-versa. 


Besides, the unending torturous hell idea actually creates more 
problems than it solves. I'm constantly being inquired of as to 
whether we'll know each other in heaven. Of course we will! Who 
are you without your identity, your memory, your history, and 
personality? You wouldn't be you if you were stripped of these 
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facets of personality! Yet some people are willing to posit that 
they'll lose all these things in heaven in order to escape the dread- 
ful conclusion that we'd be aware of our friends, loved-ones, family, 
etc., suffering the tortures of hell forever and ever. 


We're compassionate and feel for them now as we theorize about 
such a situation; will we be less in heaven? Will we be less com— 
passionate, have less sympathy? Would that be HEAVEN? Surely 
heaven won't mean becoming less Christ-like or God-like. 


CONC LUSION 


Hell is the end. Look at the metaphors describing the horror that 
hell brings. Many of the symbols portray something very vulner- 
able which will be annihilated. Like chaff, separated into a thresh- 
ingfloor, it will be totaily burned up. Like the garbage dimp of 
Jerusalem (gehenna) it's a place for refuse and junk to be discarded 
and consumed in fire, not a torture chamber. 


It's like a corpse being eaten up by worms. Worms which "never 
die."" The worms will complete their task; they'll completely digest 
the corpse. The agents of destruction will endure—until the subject 
is completely destroyed. The fire will utterly consume the body; 
it will not be put out—as the AGENT of destruction. 


The pain of this experience is great, as wailing, weeping and 
gnashing of teeth. It’s scary, like outer darkness. Hell is the 
ultimate horror! It's the complete death of YOU; it is non-being. 
And in the symbolic language of the Bible, that's as fearful as 
suffering cruel punishment here in your body. 


Be warned: Hell is no fun place. Accept the good-news of Jesus 
Christ and the gift of immortality. Jesus doesn't want you destroy - 
ed. He experienced that destruction so that you wouldn't have to go 
through it. But the choice is yours; and now you know the good 
news! Ce 

305 S. Skinker, St. Louis, Missouri 63105 


MILESTONE! 


THE MAGIC YEAR 


They say that only a small percentage of new publications survive 
the first seven years. With this issue we begin our eighth year of 
publishing the Ensign and we're not even thinking about quitting. 
We'll be around as long as the Lord wills it this way. It would help, 
though, if our subscribers would renew their subscriptions without 
the usual reminder. We've been too busy lately to notice who's 
delinquent. Why not go ahead and renew, and if you're a few months 
early, you'll still get credit. 
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COMMUNAL MEETINGS 


Buff Scott, Jr. 


Cherokee, Iowa 


It was high noon on the first day of the week. Following two 
“wenedictions.'' one by the visiting “pastor"’' and the other by the 
imported "pastor" (called 'minister"' in Churches of Christ/Christ- 
ian Churches), the spectators hurriedly filed out of their pews like 
rovots that had just received additional programming. The imprint 
of boredom was stamped on each face, as they showed no inclination 
to greet each other with a holy hailing. 


During the “priestly"’ message, I had thought of greeting those 
directty in front of me and then turning around quickly and extend- 
ing the same courtesy to those facing my dorsal. I knew but a few 
intimately, only that most were members of the congregation. But 
before I could remove my New International Version of the scrip- 
tures and the "church bulletin'' containing the day's program from 
the songbook rack, my fellow pew-warmers took off like something 
earthshaking was happening just outside the door of the “sanctuary”. 
Thus I was unable to demonstrate my congenial spirit or to implant 
upon their minds an everlasting impression of concern. Looking in 
the direction of the vestibule, I was able to determine why they 
moved so hurriedly. They wanted to reach and greet the two 
"pastors" before a long line had formed. A few of the "charter 
members" lingered behind, but I had met them and had been in the 
homes of most of them. Anyway, they were vigorous supporters of 
the imported pastor (as opposed to homegrown), and their usual 
chore was to search out, greet, and thank the strangers for ‘''com- 
ing to church." 


Thus another “day of worship" ended and I was left as spiritually 
down and deprived as when I arrived. Like the others, I had 
arrived as an attendant and left without a sense of direction. I 
drove home thinking of all the good I might have done had "church" 
not gotten in the way. 


A point of interest is that our ritualistic and stereotype assem- 
blies are foreign to the meetings of the early saints. They came 
together, not to receive encouragement from a paid functionary, 
but to mutually stimulate and strengthen one another. Paul re- 
minded the brethren at Rome that they were “able to instruct one 
another" (Rom. 15:14). In the Thessalonian epistle he told the con- 
gregation to "encourage one another and build one another up" (I 
Thess. 5:11). The writer of Hebrews directed the brethren to "stir 
up one another" (Heb. 10:24). When this one another system is 
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substituted by an arrangement which usurps the freedom and pre- 
rogatives of God's priesthood, stagnation results. 


Pew warming stifles motivation. The communal spirit is lost in 
inactivity. There is no incentive to share problems and viewpoints 
with others, or to talk with friends and neighbors about the good 
life. An unused spirit is a dormant spirit. Growth is found in 
participation. The spectator needs to be unchained from the pew 
and encouraged to begin the long but interesting walk toward spirit- 
ual maturity. The pulpit preacher should be removed from his 
pinnacle and given a seat among us participants. No longer should 
he be permitted to control the program nor act as a proxy for 
others. His fellow priests also must be granted the freedom to 
“serve at the altar.'’ The pulpit preacher may function as one of 
the leaders, assuming he is qualified, but not the director, “high 
priest," or the minister. He can no more be THE minister than he 
can be THE priest. All believers with leadership abilities are to 
develop and use the gift of leadership (Rom. 12:3-8). 


No longer should the Christian community be slaves of the clergy. 
Only when the entire body of believers are trained and permitted to 
function for themselves will pew-warmers awaken to their respon- 
sibilities and become shareholders instead of slaves. Everyone 
may then truly consider himself a minister, ready to strengthen 
others by means of mutual communication and edification. Those 
specially qualified and gifted will become leaders and trainers, not 
masters or "pastors.'' Abraham Lincoln said: "As I would not be a 
Slave, I would not be a master." 


When the Christian arrangement was set in motion each believer 
was a minister. Each served in the area where he was best gifted 
and qualified, whether teaching, speaking to the corporate assembly, 
singing (even solos), sharing of material goods, caring for those 
in need, feeding the hungry, visiting the imprisoned, or leading. 
Those who were gifted to evangelize (called evangelists) and carry 
the good news of a Savior to a sinful world were exported! They 
were special ambassadors to lost humanity. Our contemporary 
arrangement imports them. And herein lies one of the major dif- 
ferences between the early community and us. We simply have it 
reversed. No primitive congregation had the one-man minister to 
keep them spiritually afloat. All were ministers in and out of the 
public assembly. They served by word, example, and deed, re~ 
gardless of their secular vocation. (Even secular work was consi- 
dered worship!) It appears that a plurality of overseers (bishops) 
in each congregation supervised, watched over, trained, and led 
their fellow believers (Titus 1:5-9). They were neither dictators 
nor commanders. They were men wise from experience, deep in 
understanding and compassion, and humble in nature. The bishops 
(elders) were the pastors. They were not imported. They were 
homegrown (Acts 6:3). 
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The professional preacher in our modern assemblies obstructs 
Spiritual growth in that he performs all of the body's major func- 
tions. Even the physical body will die if its members are not 
permitted to exercise their various roles, for activity strengthens 
and builds. Is it any different with a body of people? Can Mr. 
Heart say, "I'll do Mr. Liver's work?" Or, "I'll take over for 
Mr. Lung?" No way. To be active is life. To be inactive is death. 


As to our efforts to recapture the communal meetings, the special 
clergy will be our greatest foe. The main stream of opposition will 
flow from them. Alexander Campbell, one of our chief reformers, 
battled with the professional clergy in his attempt to recover the 
ancient order. {Incidentally, Campbell did not found today's sec- 
tarizn Restoration Movement, we did.) Things have not changed 
that much. The clergy will be quite reluctant to surrender their 
ecclesiastical practices and creeds. In fact, they will attempt to 
stifle freedom of expression if it runs counter to their clerical 
views and forms. But we must insist on sharing in the Christian 
experience. It is no longer necessary that we eat from the flesh- 
pots of our detention camps. Rather, let us henceforth bathe in and 
drink from the river of the water of never-ending life. Give us the 
"shade of the old apple tree"’ to meet informally with our brothers 
and sisters, if need be, to talk about and discuss the glories of 
heaven and reminisce about the tree of life whose fruit is forever 
fresh and whose leaves never grow old. We no longer need to meet 
in "holy sanctuaries'’ where the movement of robot-like figures 
make us drowsy from watching. God's only sanctuary on earth is 
man's heart. He does not need fancy edifices in which to dwell 
(Acts 17:24-25). Once we are convinced we can meet for group 
worship any place and at any time, the "sanctuary" of the "church 
building'’ becomes less and less appealing. 


1003 Pilot Ave. , Cherokee, Iowa 51012 
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THE COVENANT OF THANKSGIVING 


CARL LLOYD 


As we have already seen in earlier writings, the Eucharist is a 
"thanksgiving" memorial which entails a mystical oneness with the 
Lord of Life. Now let us turn to view the covenant ideal involved in 
this celebrative event! 


The bread, aside from being unleavened, and the wine, apart 
from being a Passover symbol, both reflect an earlier covenant 
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concept. Jesus, knowing of this earlier context, possibly refers to 
the priestly actions of Melchizedek. 


In Genesis 14:17£f we find Melchizedek “brought out bread and 
wine". The same divine menu for both the Passover and the Euch- 
arist. Delitzsch says that MeJchizedek brought these out "to supply 
the exhausted warriors with food and drink, but more especially as 
a mark of gratitude to Abram, who had conquered for them peace, 
freedom, and prosperity.'"'! 


First, these articles depict the feast and feeding context of the 
original Passover and Lord's Supper. It wasn't merely juice and 
crackers but a meal shared mutually (I Cor. lI; & Pet.2:13; Jude 12). 
Secondly, these illuminate the completed oath. Jesus was determ- 
ined to go to the Cross...to conquer for all of us peace, freedom, 
and spiritual prosperity. 


This oath or covenant ideal is further illustrated in Genesis 1422 
wherein Abram says, "I have sworn (raised up my hand) to Yakweh 
el elyon, possessor of heaven and earth, that I will not take...any- 
thing" from the plunder of victory. An oath which refuses the 
plunder or spoils of a victory seeks to credit God with the victory 
(Gen. 14:23; see also oath in If Kgs. 5:16). Even Jesus gave thanks 
to God (Lk. 22:17,19)! Abram's gift to Melchizedek ("king of right- 
eousness", Josh. 10:1-3) further states that aj) belong to Yahweh. 


The point of Melchizedek's providing bread and wine refers to 
"the gratitude of the people (thanksgiving!) and a mark of God's 
approval". 2 Just as God worked through Abram to free the people 
from tyranny and sin, HE worked through Jesus to do the same, 
Abram's oath reveals that he recognized that Yahweh controlled all 
events associated with promises. Jesus kept a similar oath which 
he reveals in John 17:1 ff. 


In both cases the bread and wine are a mark, symbol, and mem- 
orial showing that the oath has been completed. In both, the 
emblems are presented by a High Priest of Righteousness (Hebrews 
7:17; Ps. 110:4). Both proclaim thanks to God for His gracious 
dealings with mankind. 


The traditions of Roman Catholicism develop this concept further. 
The covenant motif of Genesis 15, wherein the offering used is split 
into two parts and the offerer passes between the parts (Gen. 15:17) 
as a sign of the agreement being closed, is thought to be true of 
Genesis 14:18 as well. This tradition sees the bread and wine as 


1C,F. Keil & F. Delitzsch, Commentary on the O.T. (vol. 1), 
(Eerdmans), p. 207. 

2H.G. Stigers, A Commentary on Genesis (Grand Rapids, 1976— 
Zondervan), p. 151. 
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two parts of a covenant offering. Built upon this concept is the 
covenant offering of Jesus as High Priest. Thus the view is that 
Jesus (as well:as Melchizedek) passed His hands (in a figure-eight 
pattern) between the cup and the bread as a symbol of His passing 
between the two parts of a sanctified offering. A sign of the fulfilled 
covenant! Whether or not we can agree with this assumed exegesis, 
we can readily relate to His passing between heaven and earth while 
on the cross. 


The bottom line is this: we are a covenated people! One made an 
oath to redeem us and God fulfilled it (Eph. 1:lff). The cup and loaf 
truly reveal this completed covenant agreement. Just as all who 
were present with Abram in Genesis 14 had cause to rejoice, all 
God's disciples can do the same. The covenant is one of love, not 
hatred; of life, not death; of celebration, not mourning; of victory, 
not defeat! Praise God! 


To grasp the Eucharist as a fulfilled covenant frees us from the 
garments of the grave and clothes us with the raiment of. redemption. 
Let's renew our minds and traditions to better parallel the Scrip- 
ture’s revelation. Let's perceive the joys of Good News in this 
life-giving remembrance. If viewed as the morbid, mourning of 
lost love we can only present to the world and ourselves the picture 
of a disappointed people who are mourning the loss of a false 
martyr. Let's celebrate life as Jesus did! Let's rally in the com- 
pleted promises of God! Let's proclaim that God is who He says 
He is...truth, life, spirit. ..and mankind's only true hope. That's 
GOOD NEWS! 


96 Burdick Hills Road, Ithaca, New York 14850 


ecceaeadaceaiaadias Sheol hes 


Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


"For we preach not ourselves, but Christ Jesus as Lord, 
and ourselves as your servants for Jesus' sake (2 Cor. 4:5). 





Barry K. is an informed Christian. He devours every copy of the 
Gospel Manipulator and Sound Journal that comes to his door. He 
pays careful attention to their writers and their interpretations and 
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all the brotherhood personalities and events. He rarely reads a 
book that they have not recommended (or strongly opposed, so, as 
he puts it, "I can see what the apostates are up to these days"). It 
would not be saying too much to suggest that his spiritual life re- 
volves around these publications. 


But not everyone in Barry's congregation feels the same way and 
that unnerves him to no end. "How can anyone stay aware unless 
they read these papers?" Most of his brethren, however, found it 
hard to get so excited about such "brotherhood activities."" They 
were too caught up in their personal discipleship at the local level; 
they found it hard to appreciate Barry's intense interest in the 
affairs of other churches. 


One day last year Barry had an unpleasant confrontation with a 
brother who told him that he "did not particularly care for who or 
what was disfellowshipped in St. Sarsasparilla since God didn't call 
us to be "Christians at large.'' Barry couldn't believe ''a faithful 
Christian" could have such a disposition. He decided he had to do 
something to get his erring brother and everyone else to see how 
important it was to see things his way. So he hada plan; he would 
highlight every "liberal'' sounding idea he heard in Bible class. For 
a while everyone was appreciative of Barry's uncommon grasp of 
current events and even how he could quote from respected preach- 
ers and cite appropriate examples from history. But his speech 
soon grew condescending and, at times, arrogant. Finally, one 
brother took him aside and suggested that he learn 'forebearance 
for those weaker saints who hadn't achieved his level of perfection.” 
Barry landed on him with all fours, incensed when he found out that 
his "opponent" actually considered him one of the "weaker" brothers 
there! 


It took several months before the hard feelings about this were 
smoothed over —just in time for the gospel meeting Barry had 
prompted the elders to schedule. The speaker was known to be 
sound and one who would "preach hard” on just about everything he 
could think of. Barry was proud of this gallant champion of the 
faith. The congregation was indeed happy to have him there, but 
for the most part came away thinking that little had been presented 
that was of practical import for their day-to-day struggle of dis- 
cipleship. The charts and the jargon were, well, no substitute for 
the potential comfort and motivation for godly lives afforded by 
meditating upon the good news about Jesus and his coming again. 


Barry hasn't given up yet. He's just ordered subscriptions for 
everyone in the congregation. ‘Tf it weren't for the papers, how 
would we know when things went wrong?" 
1109B Brackenridge Apts., Lake Austin Blvd., Austin, Tx 78703 
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Black &« White Gospel 


Keith Smothers 
Pine Apple, Alabama 


An acquaintance who works fora financial institution was recently 
instructed to stop saying ''mam" and "sir" to their black customers 
for fear that such courtesy would give the blacks inflated egos. 
Though making little business sense, we are prone to dismiss this 
thinkeing as being worldly and provincialistic. But this mentality 
also exists in the church. Not long ago a historic gospel meeting 
took place in our part of the world—historic from the standpoint 
that black brethren attended a particular congregation for the first 
time, ever. Their evangelist was even called upon for public prayer. 


These events did produce tell-tale “flack”, however, at the next 
business meeting when the question arose as to why black saints 
had come to their building. After all, did not they "payroll" the 
local black preacher so as to prevent this from happening?! The 
man doing the inviting has now moved on. 


Distinctions in our own minds were to be eliminated by the faith 
of our Lord Jesus Christ (Cf. Jas. 2:4, Marg. reading ASV). Gen- 
tiles were acceptable to God (Acts 10:34), Niger (Lit. the black one) 
could be a prophet and a teacher at Antioch. The Ethiopian eunuch 
(can the Ethiopian change his. skin? Jer. 13:23) could be sent on his 
way rejoicing (Acts 8:39), and an African could be impressed to 
help Jesus carry His cross. 


Many churches are making slow progress in this matter but too 
much of the advancement appears to be from a general desegrega- 
tion movement in society rather than from any conviction based 
upon Scripture. Church money has been available for preaching the 
gospel in Africa but their descendants remain unwelcome in many 
of these same congregations. In a location having an eighty-five 
percent black population and no black saints, I've heard countless 
“sound'"’ gospel preachers bemoan numerous brotherhood sins 
without the least hint that something might be wrong with such an 
arrangement. Beauty is in the eye of the beholder and soundness 
is in the ear of the hearer! Under the tutor there existed a middle 
wall of partition (Eph. 2:14), but now under Christ we are to quit 
ourselves like men (I Cor. 16:13)no longer in need of a schoolmaster 
to bring us to Christ and His emancipating work. "There can be 
neither Jew nor Greek, there can be neither bond nor free, there 
can be no male and female; for ye all are one man in Christ Jesus" 
(Galatians 3:28). & 


Route 1, Box 64, Pine Apple, Alabama 36768 
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Note Moser's conclusion that faith comes "naturally"’ with the 
preaching of the gospel. In other words, the preaching of faith is 
faith delivered! It is not a matter of exercising the mind to conjure 
up "conviction. Faith is already there! Therefore, faith plus 
"acceptance" equals "Saving faith.'' Until there is acceptance, 
believing is counted as "unbelief.'' This view of faith removes all 
the mysticism surrounding faith. No one who hears the gospel (in 
the true sense of "'gospel'') can say that he doesn't have enough 
faith to obey. What is meant is that there is not enough "will power". 
Lack of will power is often confused with lack of faith (conviction). 
Those who heard and witnessed the miracles performed by Jesus 
could come to no other honest conclusion than that he was the Son 
of God, and for this reason Paul said that the Jews who rejected 
Christ were "without excuse." 


The same is true today when the gospel is preached. Everything 
essential for saving faith {except will power) is inherent in the 
preaching. Even though there is now no miracles to witness, today 
when the gospel is preached the Holy Spirit is present to serve the 
Same purpose as the miracles in the first century for the comple~ 
tion of the evidence. At this point it is only necessary for the 
sinner to either obey or reject what he has heard, and if he rejects 
it he is also without excuse. Only in this way can God be impartial. 
The power of the gospe) (1:16) must be equal in all who hear so that 
all may begin on the same level of faith. 


“Have They Stumbled So As To Fall?” 


For the Jews to have accepted the righteousness which Christ 
offered through faith would have been an admission that they were 
inferior, that they had no personal righteousness of their own 
through law keeping. Therefore ''a hardening has come upon part 
of Israel" (11:25). In chapter 11 Paul makes one of the most astound- 
ing statements ever found in any of his writings. 


"So I ask, have they stumbled so as to fall? By no means!" 


How can Paul even ask such a question in light of all he has said 
concerning Israel's unbelief and rejection. Of course they stumbled 
and fell, Paul! 


But Paul was not referring to their temporary condition but the 
final analysis. IS THEIR REJECTION PERMANENT? - that’s the 
question. No, he says, rather, "a hardening has come upon part of 
Israel until the full number of Gentiles come in and THEN ALL 
ISRAEL WILL BE SAVED" (vss. 25,26, my caps). He wno cares 
to analyze this chapter will discover that Paul was not referring to 
the future salvation of the ''remnant" but to fallen Israel. He was 
revealing a mystery, or more correctly, he was speaking of a 
mystery that God had revealed to him. The mystery is that at 
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a point in time God will save ALL Israel, which includes the 
fallen Jews. Why? Because "the gifts and call of God are irrevoc- 
able" (vs. 31). In other words, salvation was promised to ALL 
Israel and God's promises cannot remain unfulfilled. Meanwhile, 
"as regards the gospel they are enemies of God for your sake (the 
Gentiles, rlk), but as regards election they are beloved for the 
sake of their forefathers" (vs. 30). Even though a part of Israel 
was cut off from the holy tree because of "unbelief", it will be an 
easy matter for God to "graft them in again," not as unbelievers 
but as a people who will eventually accept their Messiah. Since 
their "roots are holy"' (Abraham, Isaac, Jacob), they too are holy. 


At this point many will "turn back and follow Paul no more." 
There are those who cannot bring themselves to believe that God 
still has regard for Israel. Neither scripture nor history will 
support this conclusion. Moser recognized the problem. 


It seems that the matter of the future conversion of the 
Jews should be considered abundantly proved. Paul first 
introduces it as a possibility. Next he refers to the glori- 
ous results of such a desirable event. Then he affirms the 
ability of God "'to graft them in again." Finally he asserts 
their future conversion. These conclusions appear to be 
unavoidable. Why any person should be slow to accept the 
ear teaching of this epistle is strange indeed. (op cit. 
p. 106 . 


But Moser himseif suggests the reason why the teachings of this 
chapter is mainly neglected. There are those who fie in chapter 11 
with the "restoration of the Jews to Palestine”, about which Paul 
said nothing in this chapter. For this reason many preachers will 
not teach chapter 11 because of fear of premillennialism. 


Does God still care about Israel? Is he finished with them asa 
race, a nation, a people? No, Israel has not 'stumbled so as to 
fall" permanently. Much of that which God has in store for Israel 
remains a mystery and even though it has given rise to much 
speculation, there is one thing for certain (if we may rely upon the 
usual method of biblical interpretation), Israel as a nation of people 
will be finally saved; not as 'Jews’' but as Christians. How, when, 
where, only God Himself knows, but in time "ALL Israel will be 
saved" according to Paul in Romans 11. This conclusion is not an 
endorsement of premillennialism or a rejection of it. Premillen- 
nialism is a theory and must remain a theory. 


But some will say that since "there is neither Jew nor Greek, 
bond or free, male or female, but all are one in Christ Jesus’, 
this means that God no longer recognizes Israel as a race and that 
he now regards only "spiritual Israel."' However, a proper exegesis 
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of Romans 11 will not support that conclusion. In this chapter Paul 
speaks of "fallen" Israel in the futuristic sense, and if they were 
to have a future it could only be had as a race of people. This 
means that Jews must remain Jews in order for there to be a fu- 
ture. The very fact that the Jews have not "mingled with the 
nations" and still remain a race is sound evidence that God has a 
purpose in mind. Their existence is divinely phenomenal. Who 
can recount their persecutions over the last two-thousand years 
without concluding that something extraordinary surrounds the 
Jews? There is a reason for it. The Jews serve God's purpose 
today in the same way that Pharoah served God's purpose in the day 
of Moses. Paul makes the point in Romans 9:22, 23. 


What if God, desiring to show his wrath and to make known 
his power, has endured with much patience the vessels of 
wrath made for destruction in order to make known the 
riches of his glory for the vessels of mercy, which he has 
prepared beforehand for glory... 


Note the terms "'vessels of wrath" and "vessels of mercy." What 
do they mean? And what is the connection between these terms 
and Israel's future ? 


A "vessel" is a container and that which is contained therein is 
God's wrath and mercy. In the old age of unrighteousness (before 
Christ), the whole world was under the wrath of God (1:18) and was 
the "vessel of wrath.'' What the world DIDN'T know was that all 
the pain, sorrow, sickness and death that existed was the result of 
God's wrath poured out upon the earth because of sin. To those 
who inhabited that age, these Jife adversities were simply the way 
that things were, the natural. So what was this thing called sin, 
and "who is Jehovah?" asked Pharoah (Ex. 5:2). 


In Egypt, and through Pharoah, God was about to introduce him-~- 
self to the world in a most forceful way. The Egyptians first and 
then the world was to learn that Jehovah was God, the source of all 
power and the inflictor of all wrath. Suffering and death was more 
than "just natural."' Pharoah was selected as a special subject for 
illustration. God was saying to the world in effect, ‘Keep your eye 
on Pharoah and see what happens to him and then tell me that all 
this is natural." "For the scripture says to Pharoah, 'I have raised 
you up for the very purpose of showing my power in you, so that my 
name may be proclaimed in all the earth'" (9:17). God USED 
Pharoah! It was God who "hardened his heart.'' Even before the 
plagues were finished, Pharoah was a firm believer, but God was 
not about to let him off the hook. God hardened his heart after each 
plague, and, as Paul explained, God being God had the sovereign 
right to do it. 


Note that God's wrath was upon the whole Gentile world, who were 
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"vessels of wrath", but he used Pharoah as a special example to 
prove it. Another point to keep in mind is that the children of Israel 
lived in that same age of unrighteousness and were themselves 
under the same genera! wrath as Gentiles. Their selection as God's 
people was not because they were any different from the rest of 
mankind, but they too were to serve as a special example of God's 
other side, his attribute of mercy. And in the same way, the world 
needed a "live demonstration" of grace and Israel was chosen as 
"vessels of mercy." Who in that day could fail to see God's divine 
mercy in preserving Israel among her bitter enemies who were 
bent on their annihilation? God's patience with Israel was also 
phenomenal. As Paul said, quoting Isaiah, "All day long I have 
Bes my hands to a disobedient and contrary people" (10:21, Isa. 
65:2). 


What a turn-around that when the Jews rejected her Messiah they 
became the vessels of wrath, and the Gentiles who were formerly 
vessels of wrath became God's vessels of mercy. Christian are 
now vessels of mercy, and like the Jews of old, they too live ina 
world that is under God's wrath because of sin. Since vessels of 
mercy continues to exist as a liye demonstration of God's mercy, 
is there no further need for a live example of God's wrath? What 
is to prevent the world from concluding that suffering and death is 
"Just the way things are"? Does not the world need a special 
revelation of God's wrath as in the days of Pharoah? The need is 
just as great now as then, for sin is coming to be taken for granted. 
We have the perfect example of wrath in the case of the Jews. 
When we consider their history, it is as if God is saying to the 
world, ''Look at the Jews and tell me that I don't exist, that all 
that has happened to them is just natural. And look at the cross 
and tell me that I am not a God of mercy." 


As long as the world stands there will exist a visible example of 
God's wrath. For this reason the Jews must remain Jews, for they 
now serve God's purpose in the same way as Pharoah of old. As 
many have said, the Jews are the best evidenceof Bible inspiration. 


Is God through with Israel? Not hardly! The Jews must continue 
“until the full number of Gentiles come in." They have not stum- 
bled so as to fall permanently (11:11). This is as far as we can go 
in determining the future of Israel, and to proceed further is to 
tred on uncertain ground. However, let us not fail to "proclaim the 
whole council of God", even though Paul's revelation creates more 
"mystery" than is solved. Still, chapter 11 is part of that council. 
To the Jews, it may even be called "gospel''—even though they have 
yet to realize it. It is dangerous to avoid the subject on the ground 
that it flirts with premillennialism, for to do so is to flirt even 
more with sectarianism. (to be continued) 
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Crystalizing a Movement 


"As much as we may admire Alexander Campbell's courage 
and brilliance, we dare not exalt, extol, idolize and defend his 
teachings! He taught several things no true gospel preacher can 
endorse. Take, for instance, his leadership in the Missionary 
Society or his strange views regarding the Millennial question. "' 
— Johnny Ramsey, Gospel Minutes, Fort Worth, Texas 


We have long maintained that the original goals of the Restoration 
Movement are no longer being sought by Churches of Christ, nor 
even understood by the average church member. The above quote 
3s evidence to bear out this conclusion. This is net intended to be 
a write upof the person of Johnny Ramsey, but a reflection upon the 
meaning and implications contained in his words which only typifies 
the orthodox position of mainline Churches of Christ. We appreciate 
his honesty and plainness of speech even though we find ourselves 
in opposition. 

What the quote amounts to is a drawing of the lines of fellowship 
over matters that cannot be considered essential to one’s salvation, 
while the aim of the Restoration Movement was to UNITE all be- 
lievers who accepted the Lordship of Jesus! The two positions are 
directly opposed to each other. One draws the lines of fellowship 
while the original sought to remove them. One position sees the 
goal of the movement as a “restoration of the church" while the 
other sees the church already in existence but disunited. One has 
the view that N. T. doctrine and worship have been restored to 
perfection, while the other sees a continuing struggle to achieve. 
One places the emphasis on "doctrine" while the other emphasizes 
"Jesus. '’ One demands submission to a crystatized form of doc- 
trine as the prerequisite of fellowship while the original demanded 
submission to the Lordship of Christ as the ONLY test of fellow- 
ship. One way is the way of division, the other of unity. One a 
‘plan''the other a ‘'man'’. One a “restoration” in the past tense, 
the other a "reformation" in a continuing sense. Think about it. 
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LETTERS 


The writers of the following letters will remain anonymous. My 
answers have been somewhat modified so as to better explain. rlk 


Dear brother Kilpatrick: 

You say (Feb. 1980) ''From Adam to Moses was a period which 
God had not made known his will through law." If Cain had no law, 
why was he punished? Was it not true then that "sin" is a trans- 
gression of the law? If not, what passage would you use to show it? 
You say that man was “unrighteous” before law," but how could 
this be without law? Don't tell me that law has to be written down, 
for we all know that is not true. 

"Only law could show man how far he had ‘missed the mark’." If 
there was no law before Moses, how would we have known he had 
"missed the mark?" In fact, if sin is "missing the mark" how 
could he "miss the mark" if there was no mark to miss? "Where 
there is no law, there is no transgression." But you say there was 
no law before Moses. 

In your purpose as expressed on the back page you welcome those 
who "advance the teaching" of the "imputed righteousness of Christ 
as the basis of our standing before God." It has been my under- 
standing that it is our faith that is put down to our account to make 
men just. Where did you find such teachings? I once talked with 
one of your brethren who believed this, and he could not give me 
much help. Just wondering if you can. And if it is the imputed 
perfectness of Christ that justified then why would it not follow that 
all men would be justified, since "he died for all?" Just thinking, 
and wonder where the scriptures are. 


Dear brother... 

In reference your question on law before Moses, my statement 
meant that the time between Adam and Moses was a period when 
God had not made known his will through a "law system," the likes 
of the law of Moses. Had Cain lived under such a system, then he 
would have been put to death for his crime insteadof being banished. 
That part of God's will that was revealed to individuals between 
Adam and Moses did not constitute a legal system of law for the 
whole world. We understand of course that God's divine nature is 
law within itself, which is the principle of all law. When man lives 
or acts in ways contrary to divine nature he sins, misses the mark, 
even though he may not know or may not live under a law code. 
Violation of God's will (his way, nature) is sin whether the sinner 
understood or not. It is not necessary for a law code to exist in 
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order for sin to exist. However, in the absence of a law code, sin 
is not legal "'transgression.'' To transgress is to "break" an exist- 
ing law, but where no law exists, sin is not transgression but "'sin."” 
Before Moses, Adam was the only transgressor because only he 
lived under a divine injunction. All others were "'sinners''—not that 
it makes a whole lot of difference since the results are the same. 

I don't know how else to take Paul in Romans 5:12 except at face 
value. When he said that sin was in the world before law, what 
period of time could he possibly be referring to except the time 
before Moses? Note that "sin is not counted (charged to one's 
account) where there is no law.'’ Why would Paul say "where there 
is no law" if such a period of time had never existed? 

The time between Adam and Moses was sucha period. Sin did 
indeed exist, but was not charged to their account in the absence of 
a legal code of law. "Yet death reigned from Adam to Moses even 
over those whose sins were not like the transgression of Adam, who 
was a type of the one who was to come” (Rom. 5:14). The obvious 
question now is, since sins were not charged to the account of those 
before Moses, why did death "reign" during this period? Isn't death 
the punishment for sin (Rom. 6:23)? Sin and death came into the 
world through one man, Adam, and sin and death spread through 
Adam {vs. 12). There is understanding here that our brethren are 
not ready to accept. Adam was the representative of all born into 
his “body'' and all became law-breakers with Adam and suffered 
the same penalty, and it is this fact alone that allows us to explain 
the justice" of God in allowing the innocent to die. The innocent 
are innocent in so far as breaking positive laws, but they are guilty 
in that they possess the nature of Adam. The possessed nature of 
Adam is man's death sentence. In no other way can Romans 5:12- 
20 be satisfactorily explained. 

It was to this "'condition" that existed between Adam and Moses 
that "law was added.'’ The law of Moses was not added in the sense 
of being attached to an already existing law, but added in the sense 
of being "in addition to" the conditions that existed. The law was 
not an extension of anything, but an “extra'’ which had a future 
purpose in mind. The law coming in between Adam and Christ did 
not have any significant effect on world conditions nor did it alter 
the destiny of mankind. The "'state"’ of ali those who lived before 
Christ was a state of unrighteousness, the age of wrath, a period 
of time in which "sin and death" was the law (rule) of the age. 


With the advent of the law of Moses, sin was not only "'sin” but 
"transgression.'' The law was known, read, and understood and 
sin was the "breaking" of existing laws. Each time a law was 
broken it constituted a ''trespass"', and since multiple laws were 
given, the breaking increased and the transgression increased. As 
Paul said, "Law came in to increase the trespass" (5:20). The 
trespass increased because there were more laws to break. 
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All preceeding Rom. 5:12 spoke of the age of wrath, and all after 
spoke of the age of "righteousness. '’ Christ is the dividing point 
between the two ages. Just as the Jews were shown mercy during 
the age of wrath, Christians are now shown mercy ALSO in a world 
under wrath. Even in this "new age", the old world of sin and death 
still exists for the unbeliever. Christ came to bring about a change 
of the state of mankind, but not a change in his basic nature. The 
Sinner will always be a sinner as long as he possesses the nature of 
Adam. He is of himself "unrighteous". But as "sin and death" was 
imputed to all those born into the body of Adam, who was a "'type" 
of Christ, "life and righteousness" is imputed to af! those born into 
the body of Christ, the "antetype."” 

Yes, it is 'faith'’’ that allows us to stand justified before God, but 
note in the case of Abraham that faith was imputed to him for right- 
eousness. I can't see a great deal of difference between saying 
that our standing before God is on the basis of Christ's imputed 
righteousness and saying that it is on the basis of faith. You can't 
have one without the other, and to have one is to have the other. 
The difference is about the same as Saying that we're saved by faith 
and saved by grace, which is no difference when understood. Faith 
is a condition of righteousness but that which affects our standing 
is Christ's righteousness imputed to us on the basis of that faith. 
Yes, Christ died for all but righteousness is imputed only to those 
who believe. - Editor 





Dear bro. Kilpatrick, 

I read your exchange with Charles Holt with interest. It is clear 
to me what Hoit believes, but I have trouble understanding exactly 
what you believe. For example, you write: 'forgiveness takes place 
in the mind of God when the sinner resolves to reform his life and 
put on his Lord." If you actually mean what you Say, you are de- 
fining the time that forgiveness takes place as the time that the 
Sinner resolves to reform and to be baptized, therefore a time 
before the act of baptism actually takes place. This is the same 
position I have heard Baptist preachers take in debate. Did you 
mean to write the sentence in this way, or is this merely a mistake 
in wording ? 

According to my dictionary, "That which is AUTOMATIC is an 
invariable reaction to a fixed type of stimulus."’ You say that the 
prerogative still belongs to God who chooses to forgive, and that 
forgiveness is not automatic. Does this mean it is possible that 
some person may believe the Gospel and obey it from the heart, 
and God may still choose not to save him? Tell me if you believe 
that such is a possibility. If not, then forgiveness is an invariable 
reaction to faith in and obedience to the Gospel. It is therefore 
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The Gospel of Need 


"My God shall supply all your needs according to his. 
riches in glory by Jesus Christ’' (Philippians 4:19). 





MICHAEL HALL 
St. Louis, Missouri 





Do you have any needs? I'm not inquiring about spiritual needs, 
but needs that concern any aspect of yourself as a whole person. Of 
course you do. Everybody has needs inasmuch as we're human and 
are involved in the human struggle for survival, health, wholeness, 
security, love, recognition, self-esteem, etc. 


Consider your New Years resolutions; when you resolved to lose 
ten pounds you were confessing to a need—to an indulgence which 
left its mark from last year. 


Like it or not, to some degree or another, we are still LAST 
YEAR'S PEOPLE. Yet we have this stubborn conviction deep with- 
in that we can make resolutions about living and being different. We 
can change! We're not locked-in. The world isn't predetermined. 


So we make new decisions: to be a better parent, spouse, teacher, 


worker, Christian, to stop smoking, to jog a mile, to eat more 
sensibly, etc. 


If we didn’t SENSE our NEEDS we wouldn't behave like that. If 
we didn't realize that our human lacks perfection, and at the same 
time strive for it, we wouldn't create the internal tension between 
our ideas and our present reality. Maslow developed in psychology 
a heirarchal list of needs that human beings sense and in his writ- 
ings explored the significance of such needs. 


Yes, we do have needs. Sometimes, in fact, when times get 
rough and circumstantial problems accumulate in our lives, our 
needs can nearly wipe us out, obliterate us, consume us. It drives 
some to suicide, it drives others to alcohol, it drives others to 
counter productive defense mechanisms that only in turn causes 
more problems. 


NEEDS—do you have any of them? What would they be? Here's 
an exemDlary list of needs gathered from a small assembly of 
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Christians recently. Check the ones that are applicable to you: 


—Guilt —Despair, gloom 
—Boredom —Loneliness 

— Fear —Negativism 

—Low self-esteem, inadequacy —Anger, hostility 
~—Ignorance, confusion —Weakness, lack of energy 
—Lack of self-control — Pride 

—Jealousy, envy —Bitterness, resentfulness 
—Lustfulness —Gluttony, obesity 
—Self-pity —Selfishness 

—Greed —Impatience 
—Indecisiveness —Procrastination 
—Critical tongue — Lying 

—Discouragement, depression —Defensiveness 

—Doubt 


After reading that list I imagine you're ready for some Good- 
News. How about this promise? ''My God shall supply all your 
NEEDS according to his riches in glory by Jesus Christ." 


Your need then is the very POINT OF RENDEZVOUS WITH GOD! 
Think of it this way: God comes to meet you, encounter you and 
bless you AT THE POINT OF YOUR NEED! For itis there that a 
person realizes his completeness and has the opportunity to re- 
spond to God's rich resources. 


So don't be ashamed of your needs, own up to your creaturehood, 
to your humanity and offer your needs, your brokenness to Him who 
can get it all together for you. That lind of response to Jesus Christ 
sets the stage for an ENCOUNTER OF THE SPIRITUAL KIND. It's 
an encounter with God Himself who infuses people with new life, 
cleanses, refreshes and then delights them with His love. 


The Good-News centers in the God-Story (God-spell) of a Creator 
who cares so much for you that He personally invaded our world as 
a human being. Then, in that disguise, He went about bringing 
healing power and loving concern into people's lives. 


He identified with our problems, experiencing fully the tempta- 
tions and trials we daily confront. Consequently, He knows what it 
feels like and more importantly, He knows how to overcome it, to 
deal with it, to rise above it. (e.g. Heb. 2:14-18; 4:14-16). Now, He is 
qualified to help you out. There is a way out and that's great news. 


One final word now to disciples who are already on the "in" and 
who daily are being "renewed" in their inner self and who wonder 
how they can witness to the Celebrative News they've experienced. 
Here's the secret: LOOK FOR PEOPLE'S NEEDS. Open your 
eyes and become sensitive to the hurts and wounds of men and 
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women. Forget the false distinction between spiritual needs, phys- 
ical needs, psychological needs, etc. Man is a whole, and what 
affects one part of his personality and existence affects every other 
aspect. That's why someone down with the flu (physically) also 
feels pretty rotten emotionally, spiritually and mentally ! 


Find a hurt and speak to it—bring God's healing power to it! 
That's the secret of caring evangelism (good-news-ing)! That's the 
way Jesus ministered and the way He modeled for us servanthood. 
And somehow, I just believe that when we immerse ourselves into 
approaching people in this manner, a lot of our legalistic hang-ups 
will disappear. Unlike the Pharisees, we'll learn Jesus’ lesson 
about the law being made for man and not man for the law. PEOPLE 
are far more important than the rules! The rules exist for the 
benefit, healing, deliverance and wholeness of men and women. @ 


ip ft dp ep espe teaptedacdbedeted eg edb edhe 
forum report 


Many of our Ensign readers have been waiting on a report on our 
recent UNITY FORUM here in Huntsville with Carl Ketcherside. 
Without reservations we can report that it was an unqualified 
success. The Spirit of God moved among us and the uplift was 
great! Brethren joined hands in fellowship in a manner that must 
have pleased the Almighty. Some of our people for the first time 
caught a glimpse of what true fellowship really means—and many 
of our Church of Christ folk also learned that Christian Church 
folk are just like real people! —and hopefully our Christian Church 
brethren may have learned the same about us. There were brethren 
from California, Arkansas, Missouri, Mississippi, Tennessee, 
South Carolina, and from many cities in Alabama. Those who at- 
tended were from the Church of Christ, Christian Church (Independ- 
ent), Christian Church (Disciples), and even a few Baptists. 


Locally there were brethren from every city congregation. We 
are especially grateful for the cooperation extended by the Christian 
Church. Douglas Plaster (Disciples of Christ) from Jackson, S.C. 
participated in the open forum discussions along with Joe Black, 
Don Finto, and Carl Ketcherside. Also with us during the Forum 
was Jim Russell and his wife Mary, from Fresno, California. Bro. 
Russell is the editor of "OUTREACH" magazine. 


Joe Black, from the Cahaba Valley church in Birmingham, did an 
able job of "mastering’'the ceremonies, Don Finto,from Nashville's 
Belmont church, showed us what it means to worship God in song, 
and Carl did his usual thorough job of putting the finger on the 
cause of division within the church. It was undoubtedly the fastest 
three days on record and we were reluctant to see it end. As they 
say in the commercial, "we needed that’! Nor do we plan to let it 

(turn to bottom of page 11) 
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CARL LLOYD 
Ithaca, N.Y. 


Dr. Samuel Johnson once said, ''Patriotism is the last refuge of 
scoundrels'’. Herein, he does not deny the spine ‘tingling’ we may 
get when the National Anthem is sung. Nor does he deny the right of 
anyone to defend our country in it's good points. His message is 
simply put that nationalism is no different than partyism, sectarian- 
ism, any-ism. If the “ism'' destroys or distorts the reality 
involved, then it is merely an escape from the responsibilities we 
ait must realize. It becomes a tool of the devil to trick us into 
misplacing our loyalties! 

In Jeremiah, chapter seven, there exists what is known today as 
the ''great temple sermon."' Here Jeremiah makes the statement, 
"Do not trust in deceptive words, saying, ‘This is the Temple of 
the Lord, the temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord'" (NAS 7:4). 
The people lived like the devil but felt ‘safe’ because they had the 
temple. They had Godina box! In Isaiah 52:5 and Ezeliel 36:!7-21 
the people again exhibited the triteness of their '’conversion" unto 
God by making His Holy Name a "laughing-stock" before all the 
injustices while declaring that God was only on their side. They 
were not converted but perverted; they were not living in a faith 
adventure with God but in a world of mere words. Their faith was 
in word alone} 

Too often this type of faith is nothing but pride. The worst type 
of pride is the destructive type which comes across in the pride of 
the 'plural’. It is the "us", “our group", ‘our preachers" type of 
pride which devastates the Good News of servitude and rejoicing. 
James Tolle saidin an unpublished lecture (can you guess why it 
was never published?):1! 


Generally speaking, we of the church of Christ, who consider 
ourselves simply Christians, disciples of Christ, children of 
God, have taken great pride in our claimant loyalty to the 
gospel entrusted to us... ''speaking where the Bible speaks, 
being silent where the Bible is silent."' 

Yet, in spite of our pious, proud protestations of loyalty to 
the gospel, the simple, evident, tragic fact is that many of 
__ those among us who have boasted the most blatantly of loyally 


} James Tolle, “Entrusted with the Gospel'', unpublished. From James 
R. Wiiburn, ihe: adershin for Christ (Abilene = Quality, 1963), p.112. 
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proclaiming the gospel have actually been guilty of presenting 
a message of downright, sterile legalism, which God does not 
stress above all else, divine ilove, God's grace, Christ's 
merits, and Calvary as the power to save from sin, but which 
rather exalts and emphasizes man‘s obedience unrelated to 
trusting, submissive, receptive faith, which thus converts 
men to a system of doctrine or to a religious organization, 
rather than to the living, loving Christ. 


Since legalism stresses what man does rather than what 
Christ does for his salvation, it naturally produces a spirit of 
self-righteousness, egotism, or pride in its converts...In- 
deed, they glorify themselves, or the church, rather than the 
Lord. 


Tt is the rampant pride among us that is the basis for the 
false belief many claimant Christians hold that infallibility is 
in the church, that what the church of Christ teaches and 
practices is right because it teaches and practices it. Even 
in the advertising appeals we make to others, our pride and 
self-righteousness are made to stand out foremost: "Attend 
services at the church of Christ in your community. You can 
expect to find a people that respect the word of God in their 
teaching, worship, name, practice," and so on. 


But the plain, embarrassing fact is that those who visit the 
services of a typical church of Christ wil! be disappointed if 
their expectations are according to the foregoing claim and 
they look below the surface to see us as we really are. They 
will find that the majority of members do not respect the 
word of God...Since they have not truly surrendered them- 
selves to Christ, they have not secured the divine strength 
which is the basis of godly living. They have confessed a 
nominal! faith in Christ, but they have yet to emotionally as 
well as intellectually grasp the meaning of the Lord's suf- 
fering and death on the cross for them personally."’ 


E.W. McMillan stated in a lecture: 


The lack of spirituality in members as a whole is deplor- 
able. Very few church members could express a really clear 
view on the meaning of spirituality, because the emphasis 
they have heard in Bible classes and sermons has been on 
other phases of Christian understanding. Their brand of 
Christianity consists mainly in the frequency of church atten- 
dance, whether they understood much of the real significance 
the Lord intended in this attendance or not. They listened for 
accuracy of wording in public teaching, but they hear little 
about accuracy of living and of Christian graces. .. Christians 
who have to be promoted in order to secure their best in 
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church work are like a man who has to be urged to go home 
to his family each night—they lack the dedication and basic 
loyalty ."'2 


WARNINGS TO THE RENEWAL - MINDED 


While many today in the churches of Christ are indeed seeing 
cause for renewal, there is the stark danger that we can become 
obstinate and sectarian in our new-found freedoms too.3 Paul tells 
us in Philippians 3:13-14 that "pressing on" entails the fact that we 
must forget what lies behind and strainforward. To look back with 
pride at what the "great restorers" did is to blind us for the future. 
Would this be any different from those who laud Luther, Calvin, the 
Pope, etc. with denominational pride?! To look back with horror 
also produces within us the dire searchings for a masochistic 
release. ‘Too often the Restoration Movement which swept across 
the early frontier of America has been a millstone instead of a 
milestone." 4 

Renewal always entails the fermenting motif. It rips the seams 
and strives to overflow into new skins. It does not entail sectarian 
pride or arrogance over being new and different. It is simply 
celebrative amidst the renewing. 


Sometimes those of us from renewal groups thumb our noses at 
the mainline congregations and say, "you fools, you profess that 
the greatest commandment is to be baptized, to be traditional..." 
And yet, we who are reportedly renewal minded often claim that 
our greatest commandment is to be "'a renewal group, to have 
openness, and... death to the rest''. BOTH attitudes miss the 
Greatest Commandment (Mat. 22:37). 


RENEWAL CHALLENGE 


Are we renewal- minded in name alone? Are renewal groups 
mirroring our culture's materialism any less than the mainline 
groups? Do we really love more? Are we less sectarian in thought 
or are we just calling it something new? Are we more open or just 
luke-warm? Are we more practical, contemporary, and active? 
Does Christ really ''dwelleth in me"? 

While it might be true that the group most recently ostracized by 
mainline religion is that generation's true church, this same group 
can easily grow into a two-headed demon set upon its own self- 
destruction. Perhaps the great need is not to push "renewal" for 
renewa!'s sake but to revitalize the essence of the Good News. The 
Christ -event, once perceived (Mat. 5:8~—''blessed/happy are the 
pure in heart, for they shall perceive God". ), will humble, enrich, 





2 E.W, NeMillan, Lubbock Christian College Lectures = 1962, p. 131. 


3 See author's prticle in MISSION Journal, (Aug.-Oct. 1979) - (2972 
Adolphus, Springfield: Missouri 65807. 


4 3.R. Wilburn, Leadership for Christ (*bilene-Quality, 1963). p.114. 
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and motivate. The focal point is not in ‘'change"' but in Christ. 
The goal is not to be able to express more, but to perceive more 
clearly...to assimilate into our lives the very Being of God. To 
become living messages of the indwelling Christ? The purpose is 
not to espouse every whim but to live in dedication to Him. Com- 
parisons are not to be made with other groups or individuals but to 
Christ (II Cor. 10:12; I Pet. 2:21). In His shadow, our needs and 
pettiness become very apparent and real. 


It was once told that the local atheist said to his neighbor that 
"God is dead"'. The neighbor replied, pointing to the tall steeples 
of the monolithic church buildings, ''How then do you explain these?" 
The apparent retort came, 'Why, what are these but the tombs of 
God!"" Have we been so blinded by the contemporary thrusts for 
instant tea, instant coffee, and instant Christians (just add water !), 
that we have struck upon the instantism of ''renewal"’? Renewal for 
God's people has never come due to a new name, new location, or 
new term. If there is no heart-conversion which bears fruit through 
dedication to Him, then there is no renewal! 


It would be the concluding thought here to ask if we are truly 
renewal-minded or merely crying out, as did the people of old, ''We 
have renewal, we have renewal, we have renewal". Do we claim 
to be "better" because we are different, bigger, smaller? Are we 
again claiming the resurrection of a "true church" while our own 
bones are still chalk-dry from the hunger of our very souls? Let's 
not turn any new-found freedoms into a new refuge for scoundrels! 
Let's live like we are people with Good News! Let's draw near to 
Him, stand in His Shadow, forget the arrows of pride, and pluck 
the bow-strings of love. This can only bring the essence of true 
renewal. 

96 Burdick Hill Road, Ithaca, New York 14850 
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FORUM - from page 7 





end here. There will be other similar affairs in the future. 
GRASSY CHURCH OF CHRBT 


The Lord willing, bro, Ketcherside wil] be returning to this area 
to the Grassy Church of Christ on 7 December 1980 for four days. 
We will have more details later on in the year. 


FORUM TAPES 


Cassette tapes for the Unity Forum are priced at $15.00 for the 
entire set of 6. Send your request with payment to: Cahaba Valley 
Church of Christ, 5199 Caldwell Mill Road, Birmingham, AL 35244, 
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Letters - from page 4 


automatic. If not, why not? 

I agree with J. W. McGarvey's statement concerning the unbap- 
tized. He is saying, in effect, that he doesn't know whether an 
unbaptized person will be saved under special circumstances. I! 
don't know either. God has not reveated it. To speculate that He 
will do so is to offer hope where God has offered none and to go 
beyond God's written word. What I want to know is—if you stop 
where McGarvey stops, or if you actually maintain that there are 
unbaptized persons who are saved. I seem to have inferred this 
latter view from your writings. If Iam wrong, please correct me. 


Dear bro... 

First, in reference <o my statement that '’forgiveness takes place 
in the mind of God when the sinner resolves to put on his Lord", ! 
am not sure that any of us are correct when we assign a time factor 
to either faith, repentance or baptism. The complete process of 
salvation, as I see it, is one, and it would be a mistake to makea 
time distinction between faith, repentance, or baptism to assign 
any one of them as the "point’’ of forgiveness. Making such a dis~ 
tinction has Jed us to debate whether forgiveness comes at the point 
of faith or in the act of baptism, when the truth is that neither faith, 
repentance, or baptism forgives sins. Only the blood of Christ can 
forgive sins. As Robert Brinsmead said in Present Truth (quoted 
by R.D. Ice in the April issue), baptism is that which gives "form" 
to faith. Meaning that before baptism, faith is not “saving faith" 
until it is made vaiid by baptism. He goes on to point out that what 
is said of baptism is also said of faith, i.e., faith saves, baptism 
saves: faith forgives sins, baptism forgives sins; faith puts one into 
Christ, baptism puts one into Christ, etc. Therefore, it is clear 
that saving faith’’is all inclusive. When this is understood we can 
say without fear of teaching some denominational doctrine that for- 
giveness is found in faith. The value of this is that it allows us to 
keep things in proper perspective. Baptism remains in the "plan" 
without drawing singular interest, and centers the mind more upon 
faith in Christ as the principle of justification. Yet, the same 
fallacy will occur if subjective faith becomes central in the scheme 
of redemption and is given the same emphasis as we now give 
baptism. The scheme of redemption is Jesus Christ and Him. 
crucified, and whenever attention is drawn away from this objective 
truth to focus on anything subjective, then we have misplaced the 
emphasis. 

Now, is forgiveness something that takes place oa earth "in'’ man 
or in the mind of God "of" man? Does forgivensss remove sin 
from the sinner or the sinuer from sin? There's quite a difference. 
Since a sin once committed can never be factually removed, then 
forgiveness has to mean that the sinner is removed from the ''state" 
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of sin. He will always remain the sinner until the ''corruptibie puts 
on the incorruptible.'’ Forgiveness does not make the sinner any 
less guilty of having committed sin. It is a "declared" state or 
status, the same as justification, and the "declaration" does not 
alter the inner character of the sinner. Forgiveness means that 
God now regards the sinner in a different way. He is no longer 
seen as one guilty and under wrath, but one in the grace of his Son 
whose blood made the reconciliation possibie. Since the inner 
character of the sinner is not changed by forgiveness, this means 
that we all remain ‘justified sinners" as long as we remain in the 
flesh. True forgiveness, just as true righteousness, comes only 
at the time of consumation. Anything that Christians may now 
claim as having been received from God is received only by "impu- 
tation"’ and must be understood in the escatalogical sense. This 
means that forgiveness, justification, eternal life, holiness, glori- 
fication, or whatever, comes only in the real sense after this life 
is completed. Meanwhile we have them only by faith in God's 
promise, his ''declaration"' that these are now ours—guaranteed by 
the Holy Spirit dwelling in us as a surety. This is why Paul often 
spoke of salvation in the past and present tense, and then say some- 
thing like: ‘Salvation is nearer to us now than when we first 
believed” (Rom. 13:11). Weare saved while we wait for salvation; 
we are forgiven while we wait for forgiveness; we are righteous 
while we wait for righteousness, and so on. Salvation is yet to 
come. It is escatalogical—coming at the ''endtime."’ This is why 
forgiveness cannot be automatic in the act of baptism for sin is yet 
to be removedfrom the sinner, and will not be removed until Jesus 
says "Well done thy good and faithful servant.'' God's sovereignty 
will be exercised when he chooses to forgive those whom Christ 
presents to him on the Last Day. 

This may seem a round-about way to answer the question as to 
when God forgives sins. But the point is that forgiveness is an 
imputed status and cannot come exclusively at the point of mental 
faith, decision of repentance, or in the act of baptism, but only 
when the sinner is "'translated into the kingdom of his dear Son" 
where the sin-offering covers his sinfulness. Note that the blood of 
Christ "covers" (atones). It does not ‘annihilate’. If sins were 
obliterated entirely, there would be nothing for the blood of Christ 
to cover (hide). For this reason it is essential that the atonement 
of Christ be perpetual, for, if the covering were removed all of our 
sins would be exposed. For this reason also it is essential that 
Christ be a mediator between the sinner and God. Only a perfect 
being may approach the Father. 

But if we find the necessity to assign a point in time when for- 
giveness occurs, we can say either “faith'’ or "baptism" since 
either is all-inclusive and either is consonant with "entering the 
body of Christ.'’ Yet, he who would divide the response to the gos- 
pel into three or more distinct parts, assigning a ''time'' element 
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to each, then in order to be consistent he must also see a time 
differential between baptism and forgiveness which occurs when the 
sinner enters the body of Christ. Baptism is "unto" (in order to, 
looking toward) forgiveness. But these are futile arguments and 
are for the most part ‘‘created"’. The whole problem is solved when 
we understand that faith is all-embracing. 


‘Does this mean it is possible that some person may 
believe the Gospel and obey it from the heart, and God 
may still choose not to save him ?" 


The promise of salvation is just as sure as God's word. Even 
though God is sovereign, there are still some things he cannot do. 
That is, he "cannot lie," among other similar things. But the 
question does not break through to the real problem. Let me 
answer in this way: 

Was God under obligation to accept the death of Christ in lieu of 
the sinners death? Did he have sovereignty in the matter, or was 
propitiation automatic upon Christ's death? The answer is no. God 
was not under obligation and can never be obligated to anything 
external of himself. The choice to accept Christ's offering of 
himself belonged to God alone. Christ's death was an "offering." 
An offering may be accepted or rejected. God accepted Abel's 
offering but rejected Cain's. Does this mean that he exercised his 
sovereign right to reject Cain's offering and that Abel's was auto- 
matic ? Does not the fact that he rejected Cain's shows that there 
was a Standard to which a comparison was made, and that he like- 
wise subjected the offering of Abel's to the same standard? ff so, 
then Abel's offering was not automatically accepted. Now, let's 
apply all this to baptism. 

When a Sinner is baptized his forgiveness is no more automatic 
than the acceptance of Abel's offering. If the baptized sinner's 
heart is not right, his rejection is no more automatic than Cain's. 
If both forgiveness and rejection come about automatically, then 
pray tell who makes the distinction? Who decides that one is ac- 
cepted and the other rejected ? — except God who "looks into men's 
hearts and forgives.'' This is the exercise of divine sovereignty in 
the matter of forgiveness. In any area where God has the sovereign 
right do decide, nothing is automatic! 

If our thinking is correct along this line, then we can understand 
why forgiveness of sins cannot be automatic in the ACT of baptism, 
per se. Since baptism translates one into the kingdom where for- 
giveness is declared, it cannot be automatic in baptism for this 
would make baptism the sin-offering. Forgiveness is found in a 
Person, Jesus Christ. Ovr concern here is the tendency to legalize 
Christianity by making an ordinance qa '"'condition"’ of salvation 
which relegates forgiveness to the "performance" of an act. No 
ordinance can serve as man's atonement. aes 
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THE PRINCIPLES OF FAITH (Series) No. 8b, Division One 


THE LAW OF CONSCIENCE 


R. L. Kilpatrick 


This will begin a two part Division on the subject of "conscience" 
which we readily admit is a difficult subject to deal with. Many who 
have supported us thus far in our Principles of Faith series will 
probably disagree with some of our conclusions regarding this sub- 
ject, but we can only say, ''Come let us reason together." Surely 
we have examined enough of the Christian principles, and their 
consistency with Divine Nature, to allow us to form a consistent 
line of thought in answer to questions for which the scriptures 
provide no concrete answers. In Division Two of this subject we 
will examine conscience and the law that is "written on the heart." 


(Scriptures listed without book reference are from Romans) 


In a past article we made the statement that the Gentiles before 
Christ were accountable for their conduct even though they had no 
written instructions from God. This might seem to go against all 
that we have said concerning law, knowledge, sin and guilt, for we 
have said that before one could be held accountable he must have 
knowledge and that it is knowledge of sin that constitutes guilt. So 
then how can Gentiles be guilty since they had no law, or the know- 
ledge that they had sinned? 


But the Gentiles DID have law; not the written revelation of God's 
will but the law of conscience. It may even be said that they obeyed 
the law of conscience through faith—not Christian faith, but faith 
nevertheless. Yet, if one cared to follow up on this point he would 
find through ancient writings that even the Gentiles entertained a 
hope of a messiah; but that is not our point here. 


Divine Revelation. Through "reason" al! men may come to an 
understanding that there is a Supreme Being (1:20). Reason is one 
form of Divine Revelation. This same invisible Deity is He who 
instills into every human being this thing called "conscience.'' This 
is another form of Divine Revelation. Every man has a conscience 
whether he prefers to have it or does not prefer to have it. He has 
no choice in the matter. He may violate it, defile it, ‘sear it as 
with a hot iron", but he cannot destroy it. Conscience is God's 
built-in gyro and compass. Conscience is to the soul what ''feeling"' 
is to the physical body. Without feeling man would destroy his body 
and without conscience he would destroy soul. Itis a God-given 
standard and guide to steer man safely through life. Conscience, 
when coupled with reason, sets before man two paths, a "right way” 
and a ‘wrong way'', even though that which may be considered to be 
right may NOT be right according to written revelation, but that's 
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not the point. The point is that there is a way that is right, regard- 
less of what it might be, and a way that is consideredwrong. This 
is all that Gentiles had by way of Divine Revelation; incomplete 
though it was, yet it is essential for the completion of revelation. 


In an excellent article in Firm Foundation, August 21, 1979, James 
D. Bales said this of the Gentiles: 


.their own minds operating on the evidence furnished 
% ‘their own moral nature, by the rest of creation (their 
moral nature was a part of the creation), and by the evi- 
dence in history, in society, and in the lives of individuals 
whom they knew, showed that there is a moral realm and 
that moral laws do exist. The Gentiles could know that 
God is, that men ought to be thankful to God, and that 
idolatry is both irrational and wrong. They could also 
know that duty existed, and to some extent they couid 
discern between good and evil through reasoning on the 
evidence which shows the reality of moral law" (The Un- 
written Law, page 6). 


Bro. Bales goes on to point out how that Socrates and others long 
before Christ believed in an “unwritten law" and that a Supreme 
Being existed who was the source of the unwritten law. 


Before Christ there were those Gentiles who were ovedient to 
conscience, and in Romans 2:12-16, this is Paul's total aim, to 
prove to the Jews that God expects obedience whether it be tothe 
law of Moses or to law of conscience. The law was given to Jews 
but they disobeyed; the Gentiles had no written law but they were 
obedience to the only standard they had, the conscience. When the 
two are compared, then the Gentiles who olbeyed conscience will be 
better off in judgment than the Jews who possessed law but were not 
obedient, ‘on that day when according to my gospel God judges the 
secrets of men by Christ Jesus" (2:16). On what do we base such a 
conclusion? 


Obedience is the key word in this passage in Romans. ''They 
show that what the law requires is written on their hearts” (vs. 25). 
What was written on the Gentile heart? Obedience to conscience! 
What did the law require of Jews? Obedience to the law of Moses! 
Obedience to the conscience was the thing written on the heart of 
Gentiles and it places aspecial premimum on obedience to whatever 
spiritual light that one may possess. Here Paul is revealing a great 
and powerful truth if we would but learn the lesson. It was not so 
much a matter of "what'' Gentiles obeyed, but the fact that they 
obeyed that really counts. This is submission to inner light. Note 
these points relative to Gentiles: 


I. Reason informs of a higher Being. 
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Conscience comes from God with creation. 
Conscience develops a concept of right and wrong. 
Obedience to what conscience deems right "excuses." 
Violation of what conscience deems right "accuses." 
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Conclusion: Gentiles will be judged on the basis of whether or 
nof fhey lived their lives in harmony with conscience, or, as Paul 
said, '"'...while their conscience also bears witness and their con~ 
flicting thoughts accuse or perhaps excuse them on that day when, 
according to my gospel, God judges the secrets of men by Christ 
Jesus" (2:15, 16). (If all Gentiles were lost, would it matter whether 
the conscience "accuses" or "excuses"?) It seems that from this 
passage the Gentiles themselves will solve the problem of their own 
judgment, i. e., their conscience will "bear witness" either for 
them or against them. 


But some will point to verse 12 in the effort to prove that all 
Gentiles prior to Christ will be lost. Note the passage: ''All who 
have sinned without the law (the Gentiles) will also perish without 
the law, and all who have sinned under the law will be judged by the 
law." If this verse proves that all Gentiles will be lost, then it also 
proves that all Jews will be lost, because to be judged by law is to 
be judged a sinner, which is Paul's whole purpose of this first divi- 
sion of Romans. ALL were sinners, both Jews and Gentiles. The 
law is that very thing that condemns the Jews, ''For the law brings 
wrath, but where there is no law there is no transgression.» The 
Jews were guilty of "transgression" because they had law, but the 
Gentiles, even though they were sinners, they were not transgres- 
sors. So the passage cannot have reference to ALL Gentiles nor 
all Jews. Paul had just said in verses 8 thru 11 that there were 
good and bad among both Jews and Gentiles (Greeks). Note, ''But 
for those who are factious and do not obey the truth, but obey 
wickedness, there wiil be wrath and fury" (vs. 8). This has ref- 
erence to those who lived contrary to the knowledge they possessed. 
There was that element of Gentiles, and it no doubt included the 
vast majority, who were sinners against conscience, and that 
certain element of Jews who would be classed as "wicked". Paul 
shows this division between the good and bad when he said, ‘'There 
will be tribulation and distress for every human being who does 
evil, the Jew first and also the Greek" (vy. 9). So then both the 
Jews and Gentiles who failed to live according to the light of know- 
ledge they possessed will perish. 


But on the otherhand, even though all were sinners, just as we all 
are today, there was that category in both Jewish and Gentile com- 
munities that were faithful to their understanding of right and wrong. 
Of these, Paul said, "But gtory and honor and peace for everyone 
who does good, the Jew first and also the Greek. FOR GOD SHOWS 
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NO PARTIALITY" (vs. 9). This should settle the matter concern- 
ing the fate of the Gentiles. God is not partial! Among Gentiles 
there was that good and bad element, and those who were wicked 
"without law will perish without law", but those who lived their lives 
commensurate with conscience, there awaits them "glory and honor 
and peace," the Jews first and then the Gentiles. 


There are those who recognize the difficulty with Gentile salva- 
tion, and in order to show God in an impartial light, they say some- 
thing to the effect that, ''The Gentiles could have been saved by be- 
<Oming proselytes.'’ The mistake here is obvious and fundamental. 
It assumes that the Jews themselves will be saved by law (which is 
not the case) and therefore if Gentiles become Jewish proselytes, 
then they too had the opportunity to be saved through law. Nothing 
is stated more specificaily in scripture than that salvation is not 
through iaw. The righteousness that saves is a righteousness that 
has been “reveaied apart from law"' (3:21). Becoming proselytes did 
nothing whatever for Gentiles in reference to justification. Salva- 
tion is by grace through faith, and if Jews will be saved, then it will 
be by grace through faith, and the same is true for Gentiles. 


But how can Gentiles be saved who had no relationship with God? 
Didn't Paul say that they were ‘'alienated from the commonwealth 
ot Israei, and strangers to the covenants of promise, having no 
hope and without God in the world" (Eph. 2:12)? In this passage, 
Paul is saying that Gentiles were not Israelites, they were not given 
the covenant that promised the Messiah, theirs was not the "hope of 
Israel" that centered their lives around the great expectation of the 
coming Messiah, and they were without true knowledge of God as 
the Jews understood God. But the fact that the Jews had all these 
things did not affect their status before God. Even with all this, 
they still belonged to that age that was characterized by God’s 
wrath, the age of unrighteousness. Paul, after naming a number of 
things which would seem a Jewish advantage over Gentiles, asks, 
"What then? Are we Jews any better off? No, not at all; for I have 
already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks are under the 
power of sin" (3:9). The Gentile proselyte would have fared no 
better than the Jews in procuring salvation by the law or by being 
incorporated into the covenant of promise by circumcision. There 
was no justifying element in either of these methods. This, then, 
leaves both Jew and Gentile on the same level before God. What 
saves one will save the other. What condemns one will condemn 
the other. 


THE JEWS AND "SAVING FAITH" 


"But Jews will be saved by grace through faith,'’ someone might 
add, ‘While we understand how that God could possibly extend grace 
where is the "faith" that grace works through?"' We must constantly 
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keep before us the element in faith that justifies. Faith recognizes 
God and praises him in trust. Faith is centered in God the Father. 
The Jews did not believe about Christ in the same way that Christ-— 
tans believe in Christ. What Christians believe is the "gospel" which 
tells us about Christ and what he did. This the Jews did not know 
nor was it revealed to them. Their belief was not in the gospel, but 
in God the Father who promised the Savior. They did not understand 
that the Savior would suffer and die, and be buried and raised again, 
which is the gospel. The prophets prophesied of these things but 
even they didn't understand what they were saying. After inquiring 
about it they were told that this was for someone else in another 
time; and not even the angels in heaven knew of the gospel. The 
gospel was something completely new and not even remotely com- 
prehended. Not only was the gospel hidden from Jews and Gentiles 
but the "blessings" that were connected with it were likewise 
not known; and not even the disciples knew what was taking place 
right before them. So, then, Jewish faith was not in the gospel of 
Christ, but in God and His promise. However, they had the faith 
that saves. Faith in Christ among Christians is not more worthy 
than faith in God the Father among Jews. The justifying feature is 
the same in both cases. Faith recognizes, trusts, honors, glorifies 
and offers praise to the Father for His goodness. Whether faith be 
centered in the object of the Promise or in God who made it, is 
immaterial. It is still faith, and it is "faith" that justifies. 


This all brings us back to the Gentiles. Did they have the kind of 
faith that justifies? Should this be answered in the negative, then 
we must ask how Paul could say that "honor and glory and peace for 
everyone WHO DOES GOOD, the Jew first and also the GENTILE"? 
Without written revelation from God, how did the Gentile know good 
and evil, and what motivated him to choose the "good" instead of 
evil? Without some concept of a higher power and without believing 
that he in some way was directing their paths through conscience, 
there would be no incentive for right conduct. 


But some will ask, "What about the people of our time who have 
never heard the gospel, will they be saved?" To that question let 
us ask: "Is God partial?"' "Are these 'people of our time’ different 
from the Gentiles before Christ, in category ?"' 'Does God have one 
standard for those before Christ and another for those afterward?" 
I think not, because with God "there is no variableness nor shadow 
of turning", that God "is the same yesterday, today and forever;" 
and that the mercy extended in one dispensation is the same in all. 


God holds all men accountable according to their degree of re- 
sponsibility, which is surely predicated upon the degree of under- 
standing. It is a firmly established truth that "God is no respector 
of persons" (Rom. 2:11; Acts 10:34). But first let us understand that 
no one, neither Jew, Gentile, nor Christian measures up to God's 
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divine standard. When anyone in any of these categories falls short, 
the same degree of mercy is needed for salvation regardless of the 
category. Mercy is not reserved only for those who are fortunate 
(or unfortunate) enough to have a written code by which he attempts 
to live—even though they will fail—as if "'trying’’ to measure up 
evokes the mercy of God. As Michael Hall pointed out in a previous 
issue, responsibility implies "the ABILITY to respond." Therefore, 
in the case of those who have never heard the gospel through no 
fault of their own, to what do they respond? They cannot respond 
to "written" revelation because they have none. This means they 
can only respond to the enlightenment afforded them through reason 
and conscience. Those of our time who do not know Christ because 
no one has preached the gospel to them, must be placed in the same 
category as those Gentiles before Christ. Both will stand before 
God to account for their "response" to inner light, to be "accused" 
or ‘'excused'', depending upon how the conscience testifies. 


Why preach to those who have never heard? Because God said 
so, mainly! We need no further reason that this—and this is also 
instilled in conscience. The reason why preaching the gospel to 
"the natives of darkest Africa" is preferrable to aliowing them to 
remain in ignorance—even though God may spare some of them in 
spite of ignorance —is found in God's purpose for creation. God 
created man for the praise of his glory (Eph. 1:5,6), and man can- 
not praise something or someone of whom he is ignorant. For this 
reason the gospel should be preached "unto ail the world" not only 
in view of man's salvation, but also inview of fulfilling God's 
eternal purpose. (to be continued) 
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EDITORIAL 


“Meeting the Conditions” 


When the word "conditions" is used in the teaching of justification 
it has a bad connotation since we normaily associate conditions 
with contracts in which certain requirements are to be met inorder 
to receive a certain stipend. In our theology and in the same vein 
we speak of "meeting conditions" in order to receive the benefit of 
forgiveness which makes it appear that forgiveness is payment for 
meeting the conditions. After leaving this imprint, brethren con- 
fuse the matter further by delineating the five-step plan of salvation 
as a "free gift'' of God's grace. This comes after showing by a 
process of reasonable deduction that salvation comes after meeting 
the conditions for which a payment might be reasonably expected. 
In other words, by reasoning upon the things that brethren say, one 
may conclude that salvation is earned only to hear the matter con- 
fused with talk of unmerited favor. Some see the problem and try 
to resolve it by dividing the scheme of redemption into two parts, 
i.e., God's part and man's part. But this has only compounded the 
problem, even worse than before. I have actually heard teachers 
say, that, ‘since baptism saves, and since baptism is a work, then 
salvation is by faith AND works," without realizing that they were 
teaching apostasy. The matter will never be resolved until brethren 
give up the teaching that salvation is by faith plus works without 
qualifying the meaning of works. The result is confusion because 
the mind is playing upon a contradiction. It's like mixing black 
paint with white paint and saying, ''Look how green it is!"' 


Perhaps some of the legalistic connotation might be removed if 
brethren would substitute the word "response" to the gospel offer 
of salvation for the word conditions, even though "conditions" is a 
perfectly good word when properly understood—and it is understood 
only when brethren take time to explain it. The sinner does not 
respond to CONDITIONS! He responds to the offer of eternal life 
by giving his life to Christ. The manner in which he visibly re- 
sponds is through baptism. He is not baptized to meet conditions 
but to meet his Lord, his sin-offering. 


This allows us to boldly state that sinners MUST RESPOND to 
the grace of God through repentance and baptism which accents 
GRACE rather than the meeting of legalistic conditions. It is time 
for brethren to magnify the grace of God in redemption lest the 
church drift further into apostasy. CI 
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Bruce Edwards, Jr. 
Austin, Texas 


From time to time in recent months, brethren have asked me, 
"Do you believe in the 'imputed righteousness theory’ of salvation?'' 
Phrased like that, it's quite a loaded question—hardly resembling 
the "Bible questions" we come to respect in Churches of Christ 
which have one or two word answers. The term itself, ‘imputed 
righteousness," has an ominous connotation, having re-entered the 
church's conversation only recently, and in mostly negative en- 
counters. IR, if I may abbreviate it, has come to be thoughtof as 
some sort of ''foreign"' vocabulary item smuggled into the Bible by 
devious means, most likely by some evil "calvinist." Actually it's 
been right there all along—the words anyway ~—in black and white in 
the good old King James Version. But, in addition to the fear 
engendered by IR simply as a term, tacking on the label ''theory" 
already stacks the deck in facor of the questioner. No one wants 
to come down on the side of mere "theories" of salvation—else it 
appears you are ‘tossed to and fro by every wind. '' Consequently, 
this question is not one I find easy to answer, nor is it one I 
especially want to answer. Despite this, | think I know why the 
question is asked and why it happens to be asked in just such a way. 


In Churches of Christ, we're all used to thinking of salvation in a 
very particular way: the five steps. The emphasis in this five step 
view is squarely upon the response of man to the gospel—and has 
pretty well come to be regarded as "the gospel" itself. Many in 
this Journal and others have been trying to reveal the shallowness 
of this way of thinking and I won't recount their arguments here— 
but one point, it seems to me, needs emphasis. However convenient 
the ''five steps" are in explaining the response of a person to the 
preaching of the word, they are not and cannot be, in and of them- 
selves, the gospel. Despite our pride in our historical (ecclesias- 
tical) knowledge be and our biblical knowledge, I don't think most 
of us have yet understood where these "five steps", as they are 
presently formulated, have come from. As most of our salvation 
“preaching charts'' demonstrate, with the glaring gaps here and 
there under the various categories, H, B,R,C,B, the five steps are 
not as neatly packaged in the Scriptures as we would like them to 
be~and we might ask why God did it that way. But putting that 
question aside, let's recognize that these five steps come, not from 
the Bible per se, but from Walter Scott, one of the early restora- 
tion evangelists, who had his own reasons for presenting them in 
this way. 
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Nevertheless, none of this is to say that these steps aren't some- 
how connected to salvation. Indeed, Jesus, Peter, Paul and other 
evangelists enjoin them onus. Noone Ef attempt to teach will ever 
go away without understanding that these steps have a place inGod's 
design for saving man, in being added to the body, in incurring the 
blessings of heaven. But that's not really the point. It is just here 
when many of my brethren begin to stop listening and start substi- 
tuting some preconceived notions that will allow them to dismiss 
alternative points of view without ever having to hear them. Every- 
thing Peter tells the Pentecost crowd, everything Philip tells the 
eunuch, everything Ananias tells Paul has something to do with 
salvation—but the good news of it all is not that they may 1) “hear” 
2) believe’; 3) "confess"; 4) "repent"; 5) "be baptized."* The 
really good news is that Jesus took their place on the cross, that 
He arose again for their justification, ever lives to make interces- 
sion for them, and is coming back to them to an eternal home where 
righteousness dwells. No one inthe New Testament mistakes this 
gospel of Jesus Christ for the meager version which simply tells 
people the necessary responses. 


This is of course, where it gets hard. Ik all your life you've 
heard preachers tell you that the gospel is essentially that you can 
do something to be saved, that is, have heard these five steps, 
virtually without context, rattled off three or four times a week for 
twenty years, it becomes difficult even to hear the point being 
contrasted. It's not that people shouldn't H-B-R-C-B but that what 
saves them when it comes right down to it, is Jesus and what He 
did. It is as if a man proposed to a young lady, speaking of the 
happy, wonderful life they can have together, and having the young 
lady concentrate on nothing but what style of print might be used on 
the invitations. Churches of Christ thus seem to be in the peculiar 
position of mistaking the handle on the pot for the soup and end by 
thanking the kitchen utensils instead of the cook. 


That goes down hard. It doesn't sound right. One who says such 
things as I have said must be trafficking with ‘false teachers" and 
the like. Becoming, being, doing as a Christian gets tricky. Yet 
it is incredible, upon reflection, to realize that the real gospel, the 
gospel of Jesus’ vicarious work on our behalf, is hidden from most 
of us. It is hidden, no doubt, unwittingly, by well-meaning, even 
Saintly people who think that by preaching the five steps they are 
doing the will of God. But the most incontrovertible fact of Scrip- 
ture, Jesus’ substitution for us, somehow gets way -laid in the 
gospel of our own architecture, our own doing, our own righteous- 
ness. Despite warnings to apostles (Gal. 2) and to Jewish Christ- 
ians (Rom. 2, 3,10) and to Gentile Christians (Col. 2), we still miss 
the point: we cannot save ourselves. Neither by our doing, our 
knowing nor our talking can we be saved. 
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If our standing with God depends upon our complete compliance 
with "the law" (whatever we may place in that category), that is to 
say, our perfection in word, thought and deed, then we can be 
honest with ourselves and explain our journey as one through a 
needie's eye. Yet, the idea that salvation is grounded in us, our 
performance instead of Jesus', is at once both an abominable 
twisting of Scripture and an idea whose time has come. None of 
this ''saved by grace", substitution "theory’'for those frontier-bred, 
self-made Americans who popuiate our churches. If we're saved, 
one can almost hear the argument, it will be by our own efforts, by 
our sheer determination to get there. Fueled by the inconsistencies 
and determinism of groups round about them, our restoration 
forefathers could not but draw attention to the "initiation rites" of 
the early church which in turn helped to establish the ''free moral 
agency'' we prize so highly. Yet in so doing, they inadvertantly 
left behind a heritage which by its very nature extracts these rites 
from their context: Jesus and His deeds as the source of salvation. 


And it is here then that "imputed righteousness" comes into the 
picture. We don't much like the idea that Jesus saved us instead of 
us saving us; it's part of that bargain we accepted in Eden. We want 
our independence, our "rights’' as it were. If God tells us we're 
saved by grace and then created for good works, there must be a 
way to re-interpret that to emphasize our own contribution, our 
own "part". It is as if a child who turned on a light switch suddenly 
claimed to have invented light itself. Those who rebel against the 
idea of Jesus' vicarious atonement, who balk at the term IR, who 
ridicule those who see the utter hopelessness of the person apart 
from Jesus' personal work, reject the very heart of the gospel He 
and His men proclaimed. 


"But how can someone else's righteousness be credited to me? 
It's not right."' In Satan's universe, of course, it's not right. 
Satan's been complaining since the garden that God doesn't play 
fair—that He is always trying to clean up and leave no trace of our 
messes. How paradoxical it is that in this crucial matter we trade 
the logic of heaven for the perverse legalities of the underworld. 
We want and insist upon''a righteousness of our own" at great, even 
eternal, peril. Of course, this is exactly what Satan treasures 
about us; the more righteous we are (or think we are) the less the 
need for a continual Sin-bearer appears to us. The Devil doesn't 
need utter iniquity to bind us up; he delights in using our virtues as 
well. How ironic that so many will find the gates of heaven barred 
despite their goodness—for it is not "goodness" which saves, but 
one's relationship with the King. Shall we stand before Him with 
clenched fist, regaling, 

Save me? I dare you to save me. For my part, I can get 
along fine, thank you. ['m more than happy to acknowledge 


45 9 


the part, the rather large part, I might add, that Jesus 
played in my salvation. But it's time we give up the speech 
of children; it's a man's world and we can't be distracted 
by timid ideas of substitution. it's just the nature of 
things; no one can really take another's place. 

It finally comes down to who will be King. As long as I maintain 
my distance, my independence from the rightful majesty, claiming 
righteousness of my own as the currency of the kingdom, I'll never 
know the security and reality of God's faithful covenant sealed by 
His blood. I may have the outward manifestation ("But Lord, didn't 
we do many great things in thy name?"'), but such will be revealed 
as bogus coins, minted in conceit and arrogance. 


Do I believe in the "imputed righteousness theory''? You might 
as well ask me if I believe in the "solar theory" of light and day. I 
can pull down the shade and deny the sun, but that won't change the 
source of heat and light. {f can choose to live in darkness, calling 
it light, teaching a gospei of bad news and announcing it as good, 
but a day is on the calendar in which "all secrets will be revealed." 
Nobody's "theory" will count a whit one way or another. In fact, 
you could say that there'll just be sheep and goats. And I'm trying 
to get this ''baaaing"’ down now. 


4109-B Brackenridge Apts., Austin, Texas 78703 





WHY CAN'T PEOPLE HEAR 
GOOD NEWS? 


MICHAEL HALL 


St. Louis, Missouri 


Fact: lots of people (Christian and non-Christian) can't seem to 
“hear'' the message that God has good news forthem. Wonder why 
that is? With the Christian church holding in its hands the greatest 
news planet earth has ever received, why can't we communicate it 
as such and see multiplied thousands at our doors? What's blocking 
our ministry and growth? 


Well, many factors would contribute, many of them dealing with 
our own ineptness, laziness, fear and unjoyful lives. But in this 
article I'd like to explore one of the satanic blockades, the neuroti- 
cizing of the news. 


Satan knows that we have Good-News and that because Geod-News 
is for celebrating, once people get even a tiny taste of the rejuven- 
ating glad message about healing and lfiberation, they'li cry out to 
be unchained from the bondage of their stunted lives! He knows that 
and so he blinds their minds and hardens their hearts. 
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"But if our good-news be hid, it is hid to them that are lost, in 
whom the god of this world has blinded the minds of them that don't 
believe, lest the light of the glorious good-news of Christ. .. should 
shine unto them" (II Cor. 4:3-4). 


Now how does Satan do this blinding and hardening? Well, know- 
ing as he does that "the heart is deceitful above all things and 
desperately wicked" (Jer. 17:9), he plays upon that natural propen- 
sity in us; he feeds it and nourishes it until it grows voracious in 
its appetite. Through the modern news media, he encourages the 
BAD NEWS to be sensationalized in terms of blood and gore, sex 
and scandal. The result? People hunger for bad news. "True 
Confessions" empties the news-stands and people seem unaffected, 
unconcerned by good news. 


Isn't this neurotic? People who sense life's frustrations want 
and crave to hear bad news? They want the sordid, the sick, the 
sex, the sensational. And the daily news has been neuroticized to 
accomodate this craving. It appeals to the baser passions in men 
and glories in the brutalities, irrationalities and stinking sordid- 
ness of the evil. 


Now if we become what we THINK about and feed our minds upon, 
then the news is going to have a neuroticizing effect upon us. If 
"as a man thinks in his heart so is he" then the daily nourishing on 
depressing subjects, negative themes and exposure of the grossest 
behavior will have an accumulative evil effect. 


I believe Satan is using the "liturgy of the news'' to neuroticize 
peopte, that is, to make them WANT the filthy, the unhealthy, the 
corrupt. And when people DESIRE such, they grow impatient with 
good-news. Good-news comes across as shallow, insignificant and 
childish. The “real'’ world in their minds exalts in perversity, 
crime, inhuman activities and filth. 


Some believers have ever been infiltrated by this ideology. They 
feel that unless the preacher gets all over their case, condemns 
them, "steps on their toes", etc., they haven't been to "church." 
Now that is neurotic. "Church" becomes synonymous with getting 
a bearing. And preachers who try to be sensitive and caring to the 
hurts of modern men and women are held in suspect for not ''con- 
tending strong enough for the faith. It's as if one has to be nasty, 
loud, offensive and brutal to make a point. But such masochism is 
a whole solar system away from the life-giving and liberating 
message Jesus brought. 


The truth is, God invaded our world to act in a redeeming way 
and provide Good-News for peopie who have enough bad news to 
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deal with. The ultimate reality of the universe is His love and 
grace, His suffering involvement and provision of good-news. What 
is more rea} than man's sinfulness and evil is the prior fact that 
he was created in God's image and to have intimate sharing with 
Him? The reality of sin therefore isn't the first or last word about 
human nature. 


One reason for the lack of responsiveness to our good-news of 
wholeness rests in the satanic blinding via the neuroticizing of the 
news. People are being conditioned to have a need for bad news. 
We need to beware of this trend and provide educative insight into 
that perversity that comes into our homes by television and radio. 
If we are going to indeed be a "'good-news community of disciples" 
then we're going to have to resist the diabolical influences of the 
devil and affirm in positive, triumphant and joyful ways the Good- 
News that God has for us in Christ! 


305 S. Skinker Blvd., St. Louis, Missouri 63105 





CAN WE THINK FOR OURSELVES ? 
Koger Rossiter 


About this we have much to say which is hard to explain, 
since you have become dull of hearing. For though by this 
time you ought to be teachers, you need some one to teach} 
you again the first principles of God's word. You need’ 
milk, not solid food; for every one who lives on milk is 
unskilled in the word of righteousness, for he is a child. 
But solid food is for the mature, for those who have their | 
faculties trained by practice to distinguish good from evil 
(Hebrews 5:11-14). | 


PROBLEM 


The writer has been discussing the order of Christ's priesthood, 
but suddenly goes on this excursion. He first states a problem. 
You've become dull of hearing.'' Christ's priesthood is difficult 
to interpret, not impossible, just difficult. It demands alertness, 
and depth on the part of the learner. It's one of the deeper portions 
of truth. The writer is limited not because of his qualifications or 
any Jack on the part of the Holy Spirit. The problem is, these 
Christians have not progressed but digressed—they've "become 
dull of understanding."' If they had grown they could understand, but 
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because of their sluggishness, were hindered. In light of 1 Pet. 2:2, 
"Like newborn babes, long for the pure spiritual miJk, that by it 
you may grow up to salvation;"' the problem is serious. It's similar 
to the one in 1 Cor. 3:1-3. 


EXPECTATION 


secondly, the writer notes a natura! expectation, that is, "by this 
time you ought to be teachers.'' The reference isn't to special 
teachers ina public situation. Apparently he meant each Christian 
was to grow to the point he could instruct others. This certainly 
agrees with I Tim. 2:24. It's only natural to expect every child of 


God to love and trust his word so much, they'll spontaneously teach 
it to others. 


RETROGRESSION 

How pathetic! How indifference does hurt! Rather than teach, 
they had to relearn the very basic elements of God's word. Once 
they were progressing, but have now fallen back to their former 
condition. They were like babies still in need of milk. 


TWO MAXIMS 


Finally, the writer contrasts two maxims. First, those who are 
shallow in God's word are unskilled with it. Second, those who have 
trained their faculties by practice to be able to decide between 
right and wrong are skilled with it. Ata glance, all can see these 
two factors are indisputable, logical and established principles. 


THINKING POWER 


Why should we expect to understand God's word? Because we 
have the power to think, and God stated his will in a thinking pat- 
tern. Each of us have different degrees of thinking power, but the 
fact remains, we can think. Our genetic qualities, natural capaci- 
ties, environment, and developmental processes determine the 
effectiveness of our thinking power. Practice in thinking is the 
important factor, regardless of the level we're on. Remember, 
"Those who have trained their faculties by practice to be able to 
decide between right and wrong are skilled in handling God's word." 
Then we don't need an elite tribe of interpreters, or a holy 
hierarchy! What we need is for all people trained in God's word 
and each studying for himself. 


HONEST HUMILITY 


With what attitude should we approach God's word? Only with 
honesty and humility! ‘Humble yourselves, therefore, under the 
mighty hand of God, that in due time he may exalt you" (1 Pet. 5:6). 
The fact is God is greater than all. He demands respect for his 
superior position. We cannot go it alone, therefore, we've got to 
be humble enough to be honest with God's word (Jer. 10:25). Guid- 
ance for our lives is in the word, but it must be used properly (I 
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Timy..2248); 
INDEPENDENCE 


How should we study God's word? With independence, seeking 
only to know and believe the truth. Alexander Campbell said, "I 
call no man master upon the earth: and although my own father has 
been a diligent student, and a teacher of the Christian religion 
since his youth; and, in my opinion, understands this book as well 
as any person with whom I am acquainted, yet there is no man with 
whom I have debated more, and reasoned more on all subjects, than 
he—I have been so long disciplined in the school of free inquiry, 
that, if I know my own mind, there is not a man upon the earth 
whose authority can influence me, any farther than he comes with 
the authority of evidence, reason, and truth." ‘TI have endeavored 
to read the scriptures as though no one had read them before me; 
and I am as much on my guard against reading them today through 
the medium of my own views yesterday, or a week ago, as I am 
against being influenced by any foreign name, authority or system 
whatever.'' What more can be said? We must all stand on our own 
feet when searching the Scriptures! 


ORIGINAL CONVICTION 


Where should our study of God's word leadus? To our own con- 
victions. Every Christian must be convicted of truth—not convicted 
that someone else understands truth. Conviction for every Christ- 
ian must be original. That is, it must originate with each one as 
they learn the truth. It cannot be passed from generation to genera- 
tion. Each generation can heip the next obtain conviction, but the 
second cannot stand on the conviction of the first. Too many are 
Christians because daddy and mommy are! We need more thorough 
examination which leads to original conviction. 


OPEN CONSIDERATION 


What should we give each brotherhood issue in connection with 
God's word? Open consideration is the answer! At least consider 
all points openly before making a decision. Prejudice is one of the 
big downfalls of the age! We already have our minds set and no one 
is going to change it. Many are too easily appeased with their 
biased answer. The scriptural attitude is one of examination or 
open consideration. 


INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Where does the conclusion of these questions lead in connection 
with God's word? Each person is responsible! We all have a 
certain amount of responsibility to each other, but that doesn't 
cancel responsibility for self. You stand on your feet, I'll stand on 
mine! The answer is for everyone to train his faculties or senses 
by practice to be able to decide between right and wrong. 
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STONE'S VIEWS ON CALVINISM 


RHODERICK D. ICE 


There is a rediscovery of Barton W. Stone today, led in part by 
the good efforts of the Star Bible & Tract Corporation in reprinting 
his "Christian Messenger." How important it is to be able to view 
the Restoration through the eyes of our brother Stone! Not the 
least of whichis his personal experience with the system of doc- 
trine popularly called "Calvinism." 


"Calvinism" popularly believed that God loved only certain indi- 
viduals, and that by an irrevocable decree certain persons were to 
be saved and others were to be damned. Stone struggled long with 
this concept and eventually rose in anger against such a "god’' who 
would callously condemn such a large part of the human race 
without reason. But as Stone studied the scriptures, he learned 
that God did indeed love everyone and had sincerely made the offer 
to save everyone who believes. "These are written, that ye might 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing, 
ye might have life through his name.” 


Said Stone in response: ‘Il now saw plainly that it was not against 
the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ that I had been tempt- 
ed to blaspheme, but against the character of a God not revealed in 
the Scriptures—a character no rational creature can loveor honor -« 
a character universally detested when seen even in man; for what 
man, professing great love for his children, would give them 
impossible commands, and then severely punish them for not doing 
them; and all this for his mere good pleasure? What man acting 
thus would not be despised as a monster, or demon in human shape, 
and be hissed from all respectable society? Shall we dare to impute 
such a character to the God of the universe? Let me speak when I 
shall be lying under the clods of the grave. Calvinism is among 
the heaviest clogs on Christianity in the world. It is a dark mount- 
ain between heaven and earth, and is amongst the most discouraging 
hindrances to sinners from seeking the kingdom of God, and en- 
genders bondage and yloominess to the saints. Its influence is felt 
throughout the Christian world, even where it is least suspected. 
Its first link is total depravity. Yet there are thousands of precious 
saints in this system." (Biography of Barton W. Stone, pages 33, 34) 


Stone seemed to hold some views identified with ‘'Unitarianism"” 
(as it then existed, in contrast to present day Unitarianism), and 
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he raised questions on the ‘'atonement" which disturbed some and 
were widely misunderstood. This brought conflict with Alexander 
Campbell - yet in reality these two giants were very close in what 
they actually believed. Stone's preaching would be accepted in any 
mainline Church of Christ today. He gives the following sketch: 
"The distinguishing doctrine preached by us was, that God loved 
the world - the whole world, and sent his Son to save them, on 
condition that they believed in him - that the gospel was the means 
of salvation - but that this means would never be effectual to this 
end, until believed and obeyed by us - that God required us to be~ 
lieve in his Son, and had given us sufficient evidence in his Word 
to produce faith in us, if attended to by us - that sinners were 
capable of understanding and believing this testimony, and of acting 
upon it by coming to the Saviour and obeying him, and from him 
obtaining saivation and the Holy Spirit. We urged upon the sinner 
to believe now, and receive saivation - that in vain they looked for 
the Spirit to be given them, while they remained in unbelief - they 
must believe before the Spirit or salvation would be given them - 
that God was as willing to save them now, as he ever was, or ever 
would be - that no previous qualification was required, or necessary 
in order to believe in Jesus, and come to him - that if they were 
sinners, this was their divine warrant to believe in him, and to 
come to him for salvation - that Jesus died for all, and that all 
things were now ready. When we first began to preach those things, 
the people appeared as just awakened from the sleep of ages - they 
seemed to see for the first time that they were responsible beings, 
and that a refusal to use the means appointed, was a damning sin" 
(op. cit. pages 44-45). fa 
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ELEMENTS OF A SECT 
Joe Black 


Preachers of various classes, and others also, are very apt to 
speak of "'the sects" as implying others than those with whom they 
are associated. This inclines me to inquire, what is a sect? 


If I ask a man whois a Sectarian and does not Mmow it, he will 
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point my eye to all the parties but his own, saying, ''They are the 
sects." 


Very well, if they are the sects, then something makes them 
sects. Let us seek to understand what are the elements of a sect. 


1. What is a sectarian name? I answer: any name, whether taken 
from the Scriptures or not, which is used to distinguish a particular 
portion of the professed people of God from the whole family of God 
under Christ, is, in its use, if not in its nature, a sectarian name. 
All Scriptural names used not as they were in the days of the 
Apostles, become sectarian names, that is, party names. 


2. What is the age of a sect? Any party originated or founded 
since the “beginning at Jerusalem", whether it began in this or any 
previous age, that claims to be of God must be regarded either as 
a sect or animposture. fit presumes to adopt Christianity, it can 
only be a sect. The age of a church of Christ is the age of Christ— 
ianity itself. It had its origin in no modern time. 


3. What is the material of a sect? E answer: a portion of Christ- 
ians, uniting in certain peculiarities, and not embracing in their 
organizations all that have taken the name of Christ upon them. 


E would ask the brethren to apply these ideas to themselves or 
others, if they arecorrect. Let us not rush on with acry of "down 
with sectarianism" and neglect to ascertain what are sects and who 
are sectarians. In this way many sects have been built up already. 
Let us look to the matter, lest we be found to condemn ourselves. 


eee ee eee 


Good article, isn't it? One may suppose it was written by some 
modern trouble-maker, a disturber of the peace, a perverter of the 
ancient faith, a heretic seeking to lead people away from the prin- 
ciples of our movement. It reflects the attitude that all believers 
must be accepted as fellow-believers in Christ. The modern 
Church of Christ has many who feel the church dropped out of 
existence after the Apostles and did not emerge again until our 
movement in the 19th century. 


This article by A. G. Comings was printed in Barton W. Stone's 
periodical, Christian Messenger, in 1844. We began a unity effort 
accepting all others in the historic church as fellow-believers. All 
were urged to unite on the basis of the Bible. We were the head of 
a glorious movement. But mainstream Church of Christ has long 
since rejected this attitude toward others and has now become 
sectarian in name, origin, and material. But the mood across the 
country is changing, returning to the principles that made us a 
movement. Praise the Lord! LI 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF FAITH (Series), No. 9, Division Two 


THE LAW OF CONSCIENCE 


R.L. Kilpatrick 


There are those who object to the idea that one may be justified 
on the basis of conscience. ''The conscience is an unsafe guide”, 
we hear, "Look at Paul who persecuted the church in ‘good con— 
science’.'" What brethren overlook here is that Paul was perfectly 
right in persecuting the church according to Old Testament law. 
The only problem was that Paul had not yet learned that Jesus was 
the Messiah. But it was ‘aw written on tables of stone” that made 
Paul persecute the church and his conscience "approved". His 
action was in perfect accord with conscience based onhis knowledge 
of law. Instead of proving that conscience is unsafe, the case of 
Paul persecuting the church proves the very opposite. It was 
the knowledge that formed his conscience that proved unsafe, but 
not conscience per se. The problem is the same today. 


Another fact overlooked is that the New Covenant is ‘written on 
the heart", and that man's heart is man's conscience. "I will put 
my laws in their mind and write them on their hearts",says Jere- 
miah (31:31ff). Law written on the heart is nothing more than having 
the will of God in the conscience, formed by way of lmowledge. 
Rather than conscience being an "unsafe" guide, it is the ONLY 
guide, and not only that it is an INFALLIBLE guide. 


The conscience is that which renders infallible judgments and 
decisions. To say that the conscience is infallible is not to say that 
it is "divinely" infallible. It has nothing to do with right or wrong. 
Its infallibility lies in the fact that its judgments will always be 
consistent in determining right or wrong in accordance with itself. 
It will never vary, nor Jie, nor can it be deceived. It can be lied 
to, defiled, ''seared as with a hot iron", but it is never affected »y 
attempts of man to destroy it. Instead, it scrutinizes all thoughts 
and sits in judgment upon all actions to approve or disapprove, and 
will always be consistent with those factors that formed it. 


Therefore, conscience is man's infallible guide and his standard. 
The conscience, then, having been formed by truth revealed by the 
Holy Spirit through scripture is the authority and ONLY authority 
that man has in the course of life, for he has "put on the mind of 
Christ,"" through what he has learned; and he who acts in violation 
thereof, sins. 
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We constantly hear people talk about "Bible authority” as if a 
book may possess authority within itself. Authority is where truth 
is and truth is where God is, and God does not reside within a book. 
If the Bible was a book of authority per se, then there is no differ~ 
ence between the Bible and a "law written on tables of stone." Only 
legal statutes can reside within a book which is the equivalent of 
tables of stone. Since the New Covenant law was to be put in the 
mind and written on the heart (Jer. 31:31ff), and since where we 
find law we find authority, the only conclusion is that authority 
resides within the mind of every individual to whom God has re- 
veated his truth. This is not man's authority but God's, the 
‘author'ity of truth. The Christian's authority is Divine truth con- 
veyed to the mind by route of scripture. Truth then is not scripture 
as such, but the understanding afforded by scripture. Unless 
scripture conveys understanding there is no revelation, no law, 
and no authority. 


This is why the Christian System cannot be a legal system. A 
legal code must be contained in written documents, ratified by both 
God and his people, and every individual subject to the authority of 
what is written. There can be no deviation from what is written 
and no partiality shown, regardless of the circumstances because 
law does not discriminate. Mercy is not one of law's built-in 
features. Such a system likewise requires a "power" to enforce 
the law. Any law that does not have the power to punish the law- 
breaker is no law for it does not regulate. 


THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN JUSTICE AND EQUITY 


Generally speaking, we can say that the difference between justice 
and equity is the difference between the letter and the spirit. For 
the following thoughts we owe credit to Joe Black who had an ex- 
cellent article in the November 1979 issue of Ensign which was 
titled, "Epieikes, A Christian Virtue". Epieikes is a Greek word 
that is variously translated ''patient’', "gentle"’, "forbearance", 
and has to do with that rare ability in man to detect the difference 
between justice and equity. It may seem that when law is applied 
that justice is rendered automatically, but this is not necessarily 
so. Justice is not always equitable. There are times when to fol- 
low a law to the letter will bring injustice rather than justice. For 
example, the 6th Commandment says, ‘Thou shalt not kill", There 
are no exceptions given. The taking of human life incurs the death 
penalty, regardless of the circumstances, i. e., in so far as the 
law reads. But God recognizes that there are circumstances in 
which it would be unjust to inflict the death penalty in all cases, 
such as accidental death, etc. Therefore, there was established in 
Israel elders in every city whose duty it was to oversee the admin-~ 
istering of law, to insure that law was not applied unjustly. Even 
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the manslayer who fled to the city of refuge did not escape punish~ 
ment merely because he managed to escape the avenger of blood. 
His case was taken up by the elders of that city (which compares 
favorably with our "Grand Jury"), and if there was reasonable 
evidence that a crime was committed, the manslayer was returned 
to his home district for trial and punishment according to the letter 
of the law, if he was found guilty. In other cases, the circumstances 
may be such that the manslayer would be sentenced only to remain 
within the city of refuge until the high priest died (Num. 35:9-35; 
Deut. 19:1-13). This is nothing more than the letter of the law 
versus the spirit of the law, and that rare ability to distingvish 
between the two is described in the word "epieikes."’ It is listed as 
one of the qualifications of an elder (I Tim. 3:3). 


The New Covenant is not a new law system. There is no power 
except the power of truth and the motivation of love. There is no 
authority except as Divine truth resides within the conscience of 
each Christian, and only for that Christian, and only to the extent 
of his understanding of truth. This means that one individual cannot 
impose his authority upon another because the other person is also 
a "law unto himself.'’ This means further that since the under- 
standing of each person differs, then the ''standard" of authority 
will differ with each individual. His understanding is his law and 
his authority. His understanding of truth is Divine revelation. 
Unless his obedience stems from understanding, then obedience has 
no meaning. It is not "from faith.'' This is what Campbell meant 
when he said the church should not impose anything upon Christians 
as a test of fellowship any further than they can perceive the con- 
nection. In other words, unless they were able to make the connec- 
tion between "word" and "deed", it could be a matter of violating 
conscience, or at best their action would not stem from faith. With- 
out understanding obedience is mere ritual. 


This is what it means to have "law written on the heart.'"' This is 
that which renders every man accountable to God. It means further 
that every man is accountable only to the degree of knowledge pos- 
sessed which formed the conscience. He is NOT accountable for 
what he does not know if the fault is not his own. 


Since it is not possible that every conceivable circumstance be 
covered by specific law, the Christian system is established upon a 
system of law principles. Paul teaches that the renewal of the mind 
enables one to "prove what is the will of God, what is good and 
acceptable and perfect" (Rom. 12:2). For this reason it is very 
important that the Christian study and meditate upon the word of 
God so that the mind may be "transformed." In other words, when 
the Christian is confronted with a questionable situation he does not 
have to search the ledgers to find the statute covering the matter. 
He only has to apply the principle which he already knows. In fact, 
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most of life's problems will fall into the "judgment call" type of 
solutions, and he who attempts to solve them by applying a law will 
find that he has only added a problem to a problem. Christians 
must be able to use the good sense that God has afforded them 
through revelation of truth, because he does not "Jive under law”. 
But note carefully that conscience is formed by revelation and not 
law. Where there is law, there is no need for conscience because 
law is the ''guide."' In the absence of Jaw, conscience is the guide. 


Herein lies the great difference between having law on "tables 
of stone’’ and having law "in the heart.'’ The New Testament isa 
description of the One who REVEALED. Jesus was revelation in 
the sense that he was sent to "reveal the Father". ''...andno one 
knows the Father except the Son and any one to whom the Son 
chooses to reveal him" (Mat. 11:27). Jesus told his disciples, "He 
who has seen me has seen the Father.. .'"' (John 14:9). To know God 
is revelation. The ‘Word of God" means much more than words 
"about'"’ God. The ‘Word" of God is the Truth about God is the 
Revelation of God, and the Scriptures about God brings Knowledge 
of God brings Understanding of God. Written words alone can only 
bring knowledge, but knowledge must be turned to understanding dy 
the Holy Spirit; and in the "written" word, this is His mission. 


Revelation is only revelation when it arrives first-hand. Deity 
alone can reveal Deity, and since only the Holy Spirit knows the 
mind of God, "’...no one comprehends the thoughts of God except 
the Spirit of God" (1 Cor. 2:11), and since the Holy Spirit dwells 
within (Rom. 8:9), he alone is our Revealer. Knowledge alone is 
not enlightenment. While understanding may incorporate knowledge 
the converse may not be true. For example, we ‘know" that God is 
one in three and three in one, but who understands the mystery. We 
know that Christ was both Human and Divine, but who can explain it. 


In the same way, the scriptures may be spoken of as the word of 
God" but only in the sense that they are the vehicles that convey 
revelation. Revelation itself cannot be set down on paper, and 
neither does the meaning of words set on paper bring revelation. 
For example, each word ina sentence may be thoroughly under- 
stood but the sentence meaning may not be. When the gospel is 
preached, the Holy Spirit himself is the power who gives meaning 
by his special operation on the heart; afterwards the sinner either 
acts or fails to act on the meaning afforded. Without Holy Spirit 
help, there is no revelation. "For the natural man receiveth not 
the things of the Spirit, for they are spiritually discerned."’ There- 
fore, it is essential that the Holy Spirit perform an "operation" on 
the heart before conversion. The work of the Spirit is not confined 
to just the gospel. He is available for assistance whenever the 
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Bible is studied, just for the asking—but only when he is asked for 
the right purpose, and if the student of scriptures intends to make 
use of what he understands. 


This that we speak of is not the ‘direct-operation-of-the - Holy 
Spirit’’ concept, as the term is generally understood, because the 
Spirit does indeed operate "through the word."' However, this too 
has led to some misunderstanding. The Spirit works through the 
word in that He uses words as tools to work on the sinner's heart 
to bring about revelation. The "only-in-the-word" concept which is 
currently in use has conjured up an image of the Holy Spirit being 
confined to, and imprisoned within, the words themselves, as if 
they were tunnels through which the Spirit moves through, out, and 
into the sinner's heart. 


When the gospel is preached, God's "power" is in operation. The 
Holy Spirit is that power who uses words to open up the heart to 
understanding. The Spirit is not confined within words any more 
than the woodcutter is confined to the axe that operates on the tree. 
‘Even though he may use ONLY the axe to cut down the tree, he is 


not imprisoned within the axe. (Nor does the woodcutter carry the 
axe wherever he goes. ) 


Gospel preaching is the operation of a divine power because the 
Holy Spirit is at work on the heart. How does he do all this? In 
the same way that Jesus OPENED the minds of his disciples ''that 
they might understand the scriptures" (Luke 24:45), In the same 
way that Peter KNEW that Jesus was "the Christ, the Son of the 
living God" (Mat. 16:16). Unless the Spirit opens up the mind to 
understand, words alone will have no effect on the sinner's heart, 


The “only -in-the-word" concept is an extremely dangerous idea 
because it can even lead to the destruction of the faith principle, 
the very foundation of our righteousness. Note: 

1. Itcreates the impression that the Holy Spirit was active only 
in the writing of scripture. 

2. It conjures up an image that the Holy Spirit either returned to 
heaven after completing his work of "inspiring" scripture, or that 
he remains in some mystical way within the words of scripture 
themselves, or 

3. It suggests that the Holy Spirit has retired after having in- 
fused some form of power in spoken words that converts sinners. 

4. It says in effect that the Holy Spirit now has no active role 
in redemption, or 

5. That he is passively imprisoned within scripture. 

6. It leads one to conclude that ''The Holy Spirit exists only be- 
tween the covers of the Bible", as some have sacreligiously said. 

7. In reality, the only-in-the-word idea has, 


a. Quenched the Holy Spirit (1 Thes. 5:19). 
b. Denied the Spirit an active role in conversion. 
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c. Substituted preacher power for Spirit power in conversion. 

d. Denied God the glory that is His due. 

e. Holding a form of religion but denying its power (1 Tim. 3:5). 
f. De-Spiritualizes and makes Christianity impersonal. 

g. lLessens faith in prayer. 

Co 


nclusion: This is coming dangerously close to apostasy. 


When brethren go to the New Testament in search of "patterns" to 
follow in given situations, this is evidence that the will of God is 
not yet established in the heart. It is to place the New Covenant 
scriptures in the same category as Old Testament law. There is 
no difference. This is not to say that it would be wrong to follow a 
New Testament pattern. If problems arise today for which solu- 
tions are not readily evident, it is perfectly legitimate to check the 
New Testament scriptures to see if similar problems were faced by 
first century Christians, and even apply first century solutions, if 
such be given. This is the very manner in which New Testament 
"patterns" are to be used today. A new congregation, for example, 
may not know how to conduct a public worship service. There is 
nothing wrong in searching the scriptures to see how first century 
Christians did it. There is nothing wrong with this procedure, but 
this is not where the problem lies. The sin lies in the concept that 
everything found in the New Covenant scriptures constitutes a bind- 
ing pattern that must be followed to the letter, and that this is what 
God intended—even though he must have forgotten to mention it. It 
would behoove brethren to study long and hard on the question of 
why God did not make our so-called "new law" at least as clear as 
the old law of Moses. 


The truth of the matter is that we do not now live under the 
"letter" of the law, but under the "Spirit" of the law (II Cor. 3:6}. 
All law has its letter and its spirit. The spirit of any law is the 
law's intent, its aim, objective. The law of Moses also has its 
letter and its spirit. Jesus said, ''You have heard it said to the 
men of old, ‘You shall not kill’ (which is the letter of the law)... But 
I say to you that every one who is angry with his brother (which is 
the spirit of the law) shall be liable to judgment" (Mat. 5:21,22). He 
goes on to show the same thing concerning adultery. In Christianity 
the letter of the law is abolished but the Spirit of it remains. Adam 
Clarke recognized that the Ten Commandments had its spirit as 
well as its letter: 


It must be granted and indeed has sufficiently appeared 
from the preceding exposition of these commandments, that 
they are not only to be understood in the letter but also in 
the spirit, and that therefore they may be broken in the 
heart while outwardly kept inviolate’ (Commentary, Vol. ]). 


The young ruler was one who outwardly kept the law inviolate, 
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but inwardly broke the whole law. God has never had but one law. 
It was not necessary for him to enact one Jaw for Jews and another 
law for Christians. The law of God is the same for both Jews and 
Christians. The "letter" of the law was for Jews, and the "spirit" 
of the law is for Christians. Paul pointed out to the Corinthians 
that the law of Moses was a law of splendor, but it was a passing 
splendor: "Since we have such a hope, we are very bold, not like 
Moses who put a veil over his face so that the Israelites might not 
see the end of the fading splendor" (I Cor. 3:12,13). But he had 
just pointed out that even though the splender faded (the letter abol- 
ished) there was a splendor that remained which was far more 
storious {vs. 11), and in verses 17 and 18 he points out that when 
the veil (of ignorance) is removed, we see Christ who is the Spirit 
cf the law. Christ Himself is the greater splendor that remains 
after the letter of the law is abolished. Just as the glory of God 
was reflected in the face of Moses after he had been in His presence 
for forty days, the glory of Christ will be reflected in the lives of 
those who study those Old Testament scriptures, "and itis they 
that bear witness to me" (John 5:39). 


SUMMARY 


The "new law" under which we now live is the "old law" with its 
letter removed. When the letter is removed the Spirit of it remains 
and ''Christ is that Spirit... The Spirit of the law is a description 
of Christ's divine nature. So we can say that the spiritual body of 
Christ is ruled by the laws of divine nature, just as the physical 
body is ruled by the laws of physical nature. Both are "natural" 
laws and both are "internal"' laws. Divine nature is shared by 
everyone who is incorporated into the body of Christ {II Pet. 1:4), 
and any "written"' law would be a law external of the body. The 
body of Christ cannot be regulated by laws external of the body, for 
just as there is one body, there is also one Spirit that permeates 
the body to regulate it. 
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THE LAW OF CHRIST 


This article is an expansion of the point made at the end of the 
tast article concerning the "spirit of the law", and will terminate 
this series of articles on The Principle of Faith. 

Beneath the letter of the law lies the spirit of the law. As we 
pointed out, the "letter" of a statute may be kept "inviolate" (Adam 
Clarke) while the spirit of the same statute may be broken. Be- 
cause of the law's divine origin, the reign of the law of Moses was 
a reign of glory. Yet, even while the law was in force there was a 
much greater glory hidden under the law's letter (I Cor. 3:7-11), 
symbolically hidden beneath the veil worn by Moses as he read the 
law from Mount Sinai. "For if what faded away came with splendor, 
what is permanent must have much more splendor" ([I Cor. 3:11). 
That part of law which was permanent was the excelling splendor 
beneath the letter which is its "spirit'’, and Paul said that “the 
Lord is that Spirit... and where the spirit of the Lord is, there is 
liberty" (I Cor. 3:17, 18). 

Under the Mosaic economy it was essential that there be a letter 
of the law to rule the outer, physical man living in a material king- 
dom. Obedience to the law was enforced mainly through fear of 
the law's wrath; however, as Christians we ‘did not receive the 
spirit of slavery to fall back into fear" (Rom. 8:15). The “liberty" 
mentioned in II Cor. 3:17 is freedom from the fear of law, its 
punishment for sin. Only when one is free from such law can there 
be a lessening of fear. In Christ the fear is removed "because you 
have received the spirit of sonship'"’ (Rom. 8:15). The debt of sin 
is paid (Col. 2:14) and the sinner is no longer under fearof the law's 
legal demands (Rom. 8:4; 6:14). No legal system of laws can rule 
the heart of man. The desires and intents of the heart cannot be 
legislated because obedience comes from internal motivation. The 
law must be written on the heart. 

The word "law" does not have the same meaning in all cases. 
Like most key words, LAW must be understood in context. For 
example, law in Romans 8:1, 2 does not have the same meaning as 
law in Romans 3:21. The “law of liberty'’ in James 1:25 is not the 
Same as either of the above. ‘'Law of Christ" in Galatians 6:2 is 
different still, except that there is a connection between the law of 
liberty and the law of Christ. Therefore, correct teaching demands 
that we make distinction in the use of law as the word appears in 
the New Testament. 

"Flesh and blood cannot enter the kingdom of heaven". Christians 
are therefore citizens of a spiritual kingdom constituted of the 

(turn to page 12) 
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AN “ATTITUDE” PROBLEM 


Olan Hicks 


Editor's Note. In 1979 we printed several articles from bro. Hicks 
on the subject of Divorce and Remarriage. Even though this is a 
troublesome subject in the church today, bro. Hicks recognizes 
that our brotherhood is afflicted with serious problems other than 
the marriage issue. What he says here seems pretty well confirm- 
ed by the letter that follows the article. 


The issue of divorce and remarriage is only one of many issues 
over which brethren are now Ciawing and tearing at one another. 
Even in many places where there is no disagreement on the subject 
churches are still fractured and divided over other matters. Fight~ 
ing and splintering within the brotherhood has. never dominated 
more. We have never had a higher "casualty" rate than now, as 
judgmentalism creates a stumblingstone for so many. I firmly 
believe that these outward signs are but symptoms of a serious 
problem deep within. Even if the outward disputes were settled, it 
would not heal the basic malady. As long as attitudes of suspicion, 
intolerance, self-righteousness, and judgmentalism remain, they 
will find ugty avenues of expression. Solve one problem and they 
will simply produce another and the fighting will resume. The 
malignancy itself is what needs to be attended to. 


ORIGIN OF THE PROBLEM 


We of the restoration movement have always had some tendency 
toward judgmentalism and have been hindered to some extent by an 
attitude problem. This is understandable with people of strong 
convictions and with revolutionary designs. During the early and 
middle 1960's a lot of progress was made toward starting in a 
better direction. Some men, such as Mid MacKnight, stood out in 
calling us to a more Christlike attitude and, as attitudes improved 
among us, conversions greatly increased and the church, in fact, 
became the fastest growing religious group in America. But near 
the end of that decade the concept known as '’Axe on the Root" was 
openly thrust upon the brotherhood. Without judging its author, the 
fact must be faced that it is a conceptof suspicion of every brother, 
a constant emphasis on witch-hunting, and it operates on the pre- 
mise that every Christian is obligated to investigate every other 
Christian, and to prosecute, convict, and punish anyone who is 
found to disagree with one or more of the tenets that have been 
pronounced "orthodox.'’ Over the past decade the spread of this 
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basic concept has nullified the gains made jn the 60's and has 
brought about a resurrection of the spirit of factionalism and 
division all across our land. During that time numerous papers 
have been started whose titles reflect that emphasis. We now have 
a large assortment of Defenders, Contenders, Torches, Flaming 
Swords, being mailed out regularly, whose main thrust is to call 
down fire from heaven upon most of their brethren because they 
have been investigated and found to be ''Prophets of Baal" in dis- 
guise. More and more the concept of personal freedom to study 
the Bible for one's self is being destroyed and the idea established 
that no one is free to reach any conclusion except those approved 
by a certain handful of men. Thus a particular set of opinions has 
emerged as the standard by which every brother is to be measured, 
or "tried", as the case may be, instead of the Bible. There is no 
more “restoring of truth"' to be done. WE HAVE ARRIVED! In 
this atmosphere, growth has virtually stopped throughout the decade 
of the 70's, and civil war now rages across the brotherhood. 


THE SOLUTION? 


Many persons, and even entire congregations, have decided that 
the only thing to do is pull the plug and separate from main-line 
churches of Christ. And many have done so. But I think that is an 
over reaction and is likely to lead to an extreme in the opposite 
direction. Another division is not what is needed and should be 
accepted ONLY as a last resort. I think the first thing we need to 
do is understand this development. The men who are doing this 
thing undoubtedly have good intentions. They are simply misled 
badly and somewhat blinded by circumstances. Let's not become 
angry with them but rather let's do some cool-headed thinking that 
is calculated to help the situation rather than doing further injury. 
This is not to excuse or justify what they're doing, but rather to 
try to explain it. 


Throughout history mankind has always had a tendency to become 
mentally enslaved to certain beliefs and concepts. When people 
accept a given religious teaching they often chain their minds to it 
and develop a mindset accordingly. That mindset then becomes a 
mold into which everything is pressed. In other words, a Baptist 
becomes a Baptist in thinking and will look at everything through 
the eyes of that mindset. A Catholic becomes a Catholic all the way 
through and then looks at things through Catholic eyes. Aithough 
we may not like to admit it, a church of Christ traditionalist be- 
comes a church of Christ traditionalist all the way through, and 
there is avery firm and definite mindset that goes with that. But 
this is not bad in and of itself. Christians are supposed tobe 
strongly committed and "established" in the faith (Heb. 13:9). We 
cannot fault strong committment per se. But whether it is good or 
bad depends on whether the mindset we adopt is the one set forth 
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in the New Testament. You might say, if it is good it is VERY 
good, but if it is bad it is VERY bad. When our minds become 
committed to DOCTRINES more than to Christ who is the author of 
right doctrine, we tend to lose our ability to honestly compare our 
beliefs with the Bible standard. When this happens our views 
crystalize and ''defending the doctrine'' becomes more important 
than our obligation to please God in 211] things. These people then 
see themselves as the ''faithful few", totally responsible for ''head- 
ing off at the pass" the evil barbarians who are bent upon defiling 
or destroying the temple. If anything they believe is questioned, 
the challenge is usually promptly given a label, usually liberalism,’ 
and dismissed as a heresy. Conviction of a brother gets to be more 
important than justice or fairness. ''Purging out the heretics" is 
more important than brotherly love, and we reach the point the 
Pharisees did, where we are tediously legalistic about our favorite 
points, while flagrantly omitting such weightier matters as "justice, 
mercy, and faith."' This is the concept that blights much of the 
church today. Amid the noise of clashing swords, the voice of the 
Lord on the issues” that trouble us goes unheard. 


The restoration movement has a vital message for today's world. 
But this urgent message is being stifled under a horrible attitude 
problem. However limited our success might be, surely no harm 
will be done in making the effort to correct it. We must get back 
to the fundamentals of a real restoration movement, both in attitude 
and in structure. May God help us to do it before it's too late... 
for all of us. CJ 





LETTER... 


Dear bro. Kilpatrick: 

As I sat here reading your editorial in February 1980 Ensign, I 
Came upon a particular paragraph which struck a cord in my heart 
to which I must speak. The paragraph to which I refer is found on 
page 14 and starts, ''Doesn't it seem strange... (how that some 
brethren can attack the Holy Spirit, deny his literal indwelling, 
imprison him between the covers of a book, or send him back to 
heaven as a Retired Author, rJk) without provoking a single word 
of protest?'' 


You should take a poll and find out how many of your readers 
have been "'churched", "banned", etc., over this very subject. 


My wife and I have protested this 'no Holy Spirit" view held by 
the Church of Christ for several years to no avail. We finally came 
to the conclusion that the church that denies the indwelling of the 
Holy Spirit also denies His power to work in us on God's behalf and 
therefore is a "dead" church (it is the Spirit who gives life). 


The Church of Christ in -- is a dead church, having cut them- 
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selves off from God by denying the very ability of God to work in 
them via His Spirit. 


We protested to the point of having to leave that particular Church 
of Christ. We doubt seriously we will ever go back to the Church 
of Christ (denomination). The further we journey on our faith walk 
with our Lord the more meaning we find in Gal. 5:1, "It is for free- 
dom that Christ has set us free..." 


We love you and what you are trying to say in the Ensign. We 
know this must take a great deal of time on your part and we praise 
God and His Son for your dedication to them. 3 


EDITOR'S COMMENTS 


What has happened here is not an uncommon occurance in our 
time. It has, and is being, repeated over and over throughout the 
brotherhood and the reason for it is suggested in the articles by 
Olan Hicks and Carl Ketcherside, i.e., ‘‘attitudes” and "tyranny." 
In both cases the problem is easily traced back to our so-called 
"“elderships'; elderships involving men with blurred vision and 
with attitudes that places "love of church" ahead of "love of people’; 
as if there were a difference. Having the misguided notion that 
elders are to "rule” the church, rather than "lead" the church, has 
led to splits, factions, and fightings never before experienced since 
the days of Campbell—ole Alex would turn over in his grave if he 
could see the modern fruits of his labors! Until our bishops culti- 
vate a more loving attitude toward the flocks they're supposed to 
lead, the bickerings will continue and eventually consume us. 


For the most part our elders are not qualified to lead. Yes, a 
great many of them are good business men and was probably the 
reason why they were selected, but good business men do not neces- 
sarily make good church leaders. If some of them ran their business 
firms the way they run the church they woutd soon be out of busi- 
ness. Our largest local congregation split recently because the 
eldership was not capable of handling the problem on a spiritual 
level. This same church now has a new set of elders who seem to 
have inherited the same attitude that proved to be the downfall of 
the first set and they too are on the verge of another split. This 
attitude is depicted in the way they recently handled a disfellowship 
case. On the way to the meeting to vote on disfellowship, a deacon 
said to the brother who was being brought to the bar of eldership 
justice, "Just think, bro. —, in a few minutes you will no longer 
be my brother.'' This is saying that whatever the tribunal decided 
would be binding upon God and that God doesn't have much to say 
about brotherhood. In other words, this eldership "runs" things 
here on earth and their only responsibility is to let God know what 
they decide so that He can make the proper ledger entries. Is it 
any wonder that we're in trouble! ? 
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| TYRANNY GONE TO SEED | 
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W. Carl Ketcherside 


A Yew days ago I received a letter from an agonized brother. He 
and his wife and oldest son were members of a local congregation 
under the supervision of three elders. Two of them were but "yes 
men" for the third, who was the wealthiest man in the congregation 
and ‘who liked to throw his weight around. I had never met the 
brother who wrote, but he had exercised his right to take his family 
to the local Baptist Church one night at the invitation of the man 
with whom he worked. Three days later he was visited by the 
elders who told him he had sinned and would have to "make it right" 
with the congregation by publicly confessing it and asking forgive- 
ness. 

He asked for the scriptural grounds for their accusation and the 
one elder who did the talking, while the other two merely nodded as- 
sent, quoted, "Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers." 
The brother protested that they were not unbelievers, and that he 
had heard more to create faith in Jesus that one night than he had 
heard in the focal congregation of which they were the elders, ina 
whole month. He also pointed out to them that during their recent 
meeting with an imported evangelist they had invited all of the 
Baptists and everyone else in the area to come. 


The elder said that was different. It was right to ask people to 
come and hear the truth, but it was not right to go and listen to 
error. There was nothing the brother could say to persuade them 
and they left after issuing an ultimatum, giving him a month in 
which to come through and meet their terms, or he and his family 
would be excluded. He was writing to me asking for advice. 


It took me a little by surprise. I guess I did not realize that such 
places still existed in this latter part of the twentieth century. I 
have been out of the narrow sectarian rat-race for so long, that I 
just supposed that grown men, old enough to be married and have 
children, and possessed of rational faculties could go and listen to 
anyone without fear of reprisal. The letter jerked me out of my 
fantasy and brought me rudely back into the world of reality. Of 
course, { could not make specific recommendations for the brother. 
I pointed out to him that he was being held hostage to a system 
unknown in the revelation of God. To become free from it would be 
like having the prison door opened and being thrown from darkness 
into a world of light. What he did, must be up to his own heart. I 
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offered to pray for him as I regularly do for all who are in bondage 
either to sin, or to sinners. 


It appears incredible to me that three men so filled with pomposity 
could impose their will upon that of a congregation, so that they 
would supinely consent to such an arbitrary act as they were pre- 
paring to wreck upon this brother. It is the sprit of the guillotine, 
the rack, and the stake. Not even in civil law does such coercion 
work, much less in that realm which teaches the deepest and tend-~ 
erest emotions of the human heart. It is unwise, injudicious and 
ineffective. [If anything is inclined to make one think favorably of 
the Baptist communion it is such action as this upon the part of 
those who claim to be the one holy, apostolic and catholic church of 
God upon earth. 


Sir William Blackstone wrote in his ‘Commentaries on the Laws 
of England,’ ‘Every wanton and causeless restraint of the will of 
the subject, whether practiced by a monarch, or nobility, or a 
popular assembly, is a degree of tyranny.'’ Blackstone might have 
included some elderships under his list of those qualifying to be 
tyrants. It is a sad thing indeed when men start to think for others, 
but it is a sadder thing when they begin to impose their thinking 
upon those who cannot conscientiously concede to it. Lord deliver 
us from such tyranny! 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63131 





Reader Response 


OKLAHOMA 


Dear Bro. Kilpatrick: I have been reading with interest and profit 
your articles in Ensign. Only inthe last few months have I come 
into contact with your paper. I commend you highly for this effort 
to show that our salvation must be on the firm footing of the gospel 
of Christ. I have also been reading quite a bit from Robert Brins-~- 
mead the last four years and have had some marvelous clarification 
that I needed to bring the gospel into true focus. Car) Ketcherside 
had given us a lot of help through the years in his teaching about 
the difference between the gospel and doctrine. 


Your article on the Law of Conscience in your last issue was very 
helpful. I have shared your view in general for many years, but 
your article has enlightened me to a greater extent and I look for- 
ward to your next article along that line. 


I have one specific question about your article, however. You 
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say: ‘Mercy is not reserved only for those who are fortunate (or 
unfortunate) enough to have a written code by which he attempts to 
live—even though they will fail—as if "trying"’ to measure up evokes 
the mercy of God." I agree with you in your overall point here, but 
got to wondering about the phrase, about trying to measure up as a 
means of evoking the mercy of God. I understand you to be saying 
that "faith'' evokes the mercy of God. Now, in the case of a person 
that has never heard the gospel, would not his '‘faith"’ express itself 
in trying to measure up to what he "knew"was right? You stressed 
obedience as the characteristic of the Gentiles who were not in on 
the privileges of the Jews, as demonstrating their faith according 
to the light they were privileged to enjoy. Is not their or our obedi- 
ence simply trying to measure up to what we know to be right? The 
Jews that tried to measure up to what they knew to be right before 
Christ were the faithful, were they not? The chief sin of the Jews 
of the early gospel age was in rejecting increased light, in the 
person of Christ and what he did for mankind. Paul received mercy 
because he acted ignorantly in unbelief. He was trying to measure 
up all the time he had persecuted the church. It seems in our 
present age, we have the light of the gospel, which shows to us the 
true basis of justification and allows us to rest our hope of redemp- 
tion on Christ, ultimately, rather than on our trying to measure up. 
Yet, to show our faith, we must still be trying to measure up. Do 
you agree with me on this? 


Along the line of a good conscience, we recently had a midweek 
Bible study in I Timothy 1 which brought out an interesting point. 
The contrast between Paul (or Saul of Tarsus) and Hymenaeus and 
Alexander. Paul had been a blasphemer (but had been in good 
conscience), but Hymenaeus and Alexander blasphemed having put 
away a good conscience. I stressed to some of those present that 
this was an important distinction. Some are inclined to lump all 
such together. Paul said he received mercy because he acted 
ignorantly in unbelief (out of a good conscience). Others might 
receive mercy too who act similarly. Some say that ignorance is 
no excuse, but Paul shows it was in his case and therefore can be 
in other cases. CK 


Dear bro. ——: Thanks for a good letter. I agree that the statement 
to which you refer is misleading. Somehow the thing I had in mind 
didn't exactly come through in that sentence; so let me try again. 


That particular statement was made mainly in opposition to the 
idea that God has never or does not extend mercy to anyone except 
those who reside within the pale of a written law. There are many 
who deny that any Gentile who had not received any revelation from 
God will be saved, that God shows mercy only to those who are 
fortunate (or unfortunate) enough to be given a law, even though they 
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will fail to live up to the law which, in my opinion, places them on 
the same level with those who have never received such law. This 
points out that the same degree of mercy is required in the salva-~ 
tion of Jews as is required in saving Gentiles. The idea that pre- 
vailed among the Jews in Paul's day was that even though they 
failed to live up to the letter of the law, that God would show them 
mercy by the very fact that He thought enough of them to"’give'' them 
a law, and that this when coupled with the "attempt" to live up to 
law (even though they, and all of us, will fail) is sufficient to evoke 
the mercy of God. This leads us to ask how this places them ina 
more favorable position than Gentiles who had no law to even "try" 
to live up to. 


Some would argue with this by saying that God showed mercy to 
Jews because of their faith in God and his Promise, and that the 
element of mercy is found in faith. All this is true, but the truth of 
it does not deny mercy to Gentiles who had no faith ina Messiah. It 
cannot be said that Gentiles had no faith in a Supreme Being, even 
though they were not acquainted with Him as were the Jews through 
revelation. But if the justifying element is in faith (which it is), 
then why would anyone deny justification to Gentile faith, even 
though it was far from being "'perfected", but neither was Jewish 
faith. I cannot comprehend a God who would make a way of salva- 
tion for a few while making it impossible for the vast majority. God 
has always had a way to the "'tree of life’, from the Garden of Eden 
to the present, and the way to it was never through law, but faith. 
I am convinced that those who live according to their understanding 
of right and wrong will receive mercy—to what degree is something 
not revealed. But this we do know: "God is no respector of persons". 


I am not sure that this clarifies my misleading statement. It may 
have made it worse. But we both agree that "'trying to measure up” 
is an expression of faith and that this is all that God requires of 
any of us, totry. — Editor 


Ohio 


Dear bro. Kilpatrick: Enclosed is a check to begin our subscription 
to Ensign. I really appreciate the attitude that I've witnessed in the 
magazine of one of love. I could not agree more with the statement 
of purpose. I join you in prayer and anxious anticipation for the 
unity of all believers under the banner of love and the reign of the 
Messiah. To Him be the glory and praise forever. 


Ohio 


Dear Mr. Kilpatrick: Thanks so much for the recent shipment of 
four issues of Ensign, which arrived yesterday. In looking through 
them, I must say that I am delighted with several of the articles, 


10 70 


and particularly the editorial stance that is evident throughout... 

I cannot tell you how pleased I was to see the enlightened toler- 
ance of several of your articles and editorial comments. For too 
long churches (and camps) of the Restoration Movement have fallen 
into the narrow trap of biblical legalism~or perhaps more appro- 
priately, legalistic biblicism. iam of the firm opinion that our 
Founding Fathers genuinely meant it when they said they were not 
the only Christians. How I thrilled to read the letter from David 
Reagan in the March ('79) issue. In my teaching on Restoration 
History, I emphasize that the genius of the movement was the com- 
bination of both conviction of biblical authority and a concern for 
Christian union. Either one without the other is a perversion of 
the movement. It seems your magazine holds the same position, 
and I am delighted to learn it. 


Ohio 


Gentlemen: I would like to subscribe to your paper, "Ensign." f 
am at my son's place... and have read some articles from the May 
issue and realizing it is difficult to find good articles anymore, was 
happy to become acquainted with your paper. 


TEXAS 


We have just seen your publication here in the home of our 
friends. ..and would like to subscribe for ourselves and also for 
another friend... We know we will enjoy the ''Ensign" and be helped 
by your articles. May God continue His blessings to you all. 


Editor's Note: The magazine seems to do well wherever it is seen. 
Why not ask for extra copies to mail to friends. We would be happy 
to send them to you. 





ILLINORB 


Bro. Kilpatrick: I pray that you and your family are fine and will 
continue to use your unique pen, it is so badly needed. I enjoy 
tremendously your journal and would not trade it for all the books 
on my bookshelf, if it were possible... May we all strive for unity 
and push it even though we'll live among the masses as outcasts. 
God be with you and yours. 


Editor's Note: With letters like this we may have justification for 
a subscription price increase! We appreciate these fine letters of 
encouragement. 
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LAW OF CHRIST -from page 2 


"body of Christ" of whose "mind" we have "put on" (I Cor. 2:16; Phil. 
2:5). Since we are spiritual inhabitants of a spiritual kingdom 
having the spiritual mind of Christ, then we are ruled by spiritual 
law. It would be incorrect to say that "Christians MUST be ruled 
by A spiritual law, for we are not dealing with ''A"' law, nor are we 
dealing with a "MUST" situation (which genders fear). More cor- 
rectly, ''Christians ARE ruled BY spiritual law" which is the divine 
nature in Christ which Christians become subjected to by virtue of 
being a part of the body (Ii Pet. 1:4). Compulsion has no place in 
the body of Christ. If obedience is not given voluntarily from a 
willing heart, then obedience is not true obedience. This is seen in 
the case of the rich young ruler. Here the dual nature of the law is 
clearly seen. The spiritual triumphs over the legal. 

This man came to Jesus to inquire about the requirements for 
eternal life and Jesus told him to keep the commandments. "Which 
commandments?" the young ruler asked. "The Ten Command— 
ments", said Jesus, quoting from the second division of the Ten, 
those that dealt with man's obligation to his fellow man. This set 
of commandments is summed up in the principle of “love thy neigh- 
bor as thyself'', and the very way that Jesus didsum them up. At 
the end he said, "... You shall love your neighbor as yourself" 
(Matthew 19:19). 

"Love God with all your heart" is the greatest commandment and 
corresponds to the principle found in the first division of the Ten 
Commandments. ‘Love thy neighbor" is the second greatest com- 
mandment and corresponds to the principle found in the second 
division of the Ten; therefore the whole law is based upon the great 
principle of Love. 'Upon these two hang all the law and the prophets” 
(Mat. 22:40). But the young ruler wasn't able to live up to the great 
principle of love and therefore broke the whole law, because the 
whole law rested upon the law of love. James said that ‘whoever 
keeps the whole law but fails in one point has become guilty of all 
of it'’ (Js. 2:10), and so as not to leave any doubt which law he had 
in mind, he quoted from the second division of the Ten Words of 
Moses. 

In a Similar encounter a "'certain lawyer" came to Jesus with the 
same question about eternal life (Luke 10:25-28). But Jesus know- 
ing that this man was a lawyer and should know something of law, 
asked, "What is written in the law? How do you read?" The 
lawyer answered correctly in saying, ‘You shall love the Lord 
your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all 
your strength, and with all your mind, and your neighbor as your- 
self". Here is a lawyer who had done his homework! In his study 
of the Old Testament he had seen the foundation principle upon 
which the whole law rested, and in this he excells many of our con- 
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temporary Bible scholars. Jesus said to him, ‘You have answereu 
right; do this, and you will live." Do WHAT and live? ? Love God, 
love man. This is life. This is eternal life. In both cases the 
answer was the same. To the young ruler he says keep those 
commandments that embrace the principle of love for neighbor. 
To the lawyer he says keep the law of love and you will live. The 
law of love is the spirit of the Ten Commandments. 

This connection is further confirmed by Paul when he says, after 
quoting several of the Ten Commandments, "'...and any other com- 
mandment are summed up in this sentence: ‘You shall love your 
neighbor as yourself'"' (Rom. 13:16). James makes the same con- 
nection in speaking of the Royal Law. "If you really fulfill the royal 
law, according to the scripture, 'You shall love your neighbor as 
yourself', you do well (Js. 2:8). Therefore, the Royal Law is "love 
your neighbor as yourself,'' and Paul shows this to be the "law of 
Christ" in saying, ''Bear one another's burdens, and so fulfill the 
law of Christ" (Gal. 6:2). Bearing one another's burdens fulfills 
the law of Christ because it encompasses "love thy neighbor."' We 
only have to look at Matthew 25:35-46 to understand what it means 
to bear one another's burdens. "I was hungry... thirsty...stranger 
.. naked... sick...in prison... as you did it to one of the least of 
these my brethren, you did it to me.’ The LAW OF CHRIST is the 
bearing of one another's burdens. This is the LAW OF LOVE and 
is the NEW LAW under which we live. It is of this law that Jesus 
speaks when he said to his disciples, 'A new commandment I give 
to you, that you love one another; even as I have loved you, that 
you also love one another" (John 13:34). The lawof love is the one 
law that embraces all law, for, as Paul said, any other command- 
ment is summed up in this, love your neighbor as yourself. But 
note that "loving God" and "loving neighbor"'are not commandments 
peculiar to the N.T. They are given in Leviticus 19:18 and Deuter- 
onomy 6:5. In his emphasis on love, John said that he was not 
giving a new commandment, ''but the one we have had from the 
beginning, that we love one another" (M1 John 5). Jesus was not just 
giving a new commandment to be added to a set of old ones. He 
gathers them all into the one great commandment of love, where 
the doing of one is the doing of the whole. 

This is why brethren sometimes refer to us as "our no-law 
brethren". Those who understand the law of Christ and teach that 
we do not live under law but under grace (Rom. 6:14), are not being 
as generous as some seem to think. Far from it! The law of love 
is the most demanding law of all. No legal system of laws can 
demand as much as is demanded by love. God's law of love pene- 
trates to the very core of one's being and examines even the 
thoughts and intends of the heart and compels action that could 
never be compelled by legal statutes. Love demands the DOING of 
all law plus even those that are unwritten. No, we're not being 

(back cover) 
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Irrational, Inconsistent, 
and Scriptural! 


Carl Lloyd 


Today's Christian scene finds us more concerned over rational 
deduction than for realistic discipleship. The impact of the 
Enlightenment Period, wherein rational thought reigned supreme, 
still has a resounding toll. For some reason we tell ourselves that 
"A +B must equal C'’. We often assume our beliefs to be true 
because one side of our tablet is more scribbled upon than the 
other. We reason, ''There are more verses pointing in direction 
‘A’ than there are in direction'B'. Therefore, direction 'A’ must be 
correct, the only infallible interpretation!"' 





Reason alone, the Bible records, has often let man tie his own 
slip-knot. Pick any book! For example, in I Samuel the people 
‘reason’ that it would be good to have a king. "We need to be like 
the other great nations; we need a rational judge; we need a leader 
for our battles" (8:20). God knew the pitfalls of such logic (8:7-22). 
The same reasoning goes on to select a man who is wealthy, hand- 
some, and tall (9:1-2)—too reminiscent of presidential candidates 
and elder selections for me! 


Saul's rational ways soon got him into trouble (13:8-14). Samuel 
himself almost annointed the wrong person to replace Saul (16:7). 
David's thinking eventually stood himself in the corner of adultery, 
murder, etc. Job's friends had logic you wouldn't be able to refute 
and yet they were entirely wrong! What about Nathan (I Chron. 17: 
2ff), Abraham (Gen. 20), or Peter (Gal. 2:11ff}? The scripture, if 
left devoid of practical application, is empty and meaningless. God 
"breathed" the written word to be an aid to man in everyday living, 
not as a rationalistic roadmap to heaven. 


With ail this pressure to be rational and consistent it is nowonder 
that many continue to split and fragment. Paul, the great unifier, 
gives us the answer tothe problem. Congregations and individuals 
can be IRrationai, INconsistent, and STILL be scripturally sound! 
How? Just read Romans 14-15 or I Corinthians 8. In these texts 
Paul says that ALL things are clean in Christ Jesus (Rom. 14:14). 
That sounds rational, consistent, and sound. And yet, for the sake 
of love and unity, he warns us not to use that which is inherently 
good to destroy a weaker person (14:15)! He tells us to "accept the 
weak in faith WITHOUT passing judgment" or holding them in 
"contempt" (14:1-2). Now, to most of us, this is irrational; in- 
consistent, and foolish. To Paul, however, it is the scriptural 
and Godly way! 
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What about Paul's circumcision of Timothy in Acts 16? In light 
of the Galatian heresy and the Jerusalem Council in Acts 15, this 
action might appear to our rational mind‘s-eye to be irrational, 
inconsistent, and unscriptural. Love and expedient wisdom do some 
fairly strange things! That is, strange to most of us who are 
straining at the letter of the law (I Cor. 10:23ff). 


The Restoration Movement professes the idealof ''Unity in Diver- 
sity'’ with much pride. Are we carrying a banner empty of 
practice? Some of the problem here is that we no longer grasp 
what is meant by the saying, ‘In faith, unity; in opinions, liberty ; 
and in all things, love". Let's. look at this for a moment. 


in Psalms 133 we have a picture of unity at its best. There are 
eight elements to this small passage which needs to be viewed. 


OIL was used in annointing one who was to be set apart or con- 
secrated to a specific task. James uses it in reference to the 
consecration of the Holy Spirit in healing. For, surely, it is this 
Holy Spirit who gives us "life forever" (v. 3). 


AARON was the high priest for the Hebrew nation. The High 
Priest functioned mainly on the Day of Atonement by offering both 
sin and peace offerings to God in behalf of the people. Aaron, 
therefore, symbolizes in this psalm atonement and peace between 
God and man AND man and man. 


The HEM or EDGE of Aaron's garment spells out the lower ex— 
treme of his covering while his BEARD points to the uppermost 
extreme. 


The ZION mountains are the Southern extreme of Palestine and 
the HERMON range is the Northern extreme. 


Taken together, the hem and beard and Zion and Hermon mount- 
ains capture the extent of the atonement and peace: from top to bot- 
tom. 


DEW is much like frost (Ex. 16:14) in that it starts at one point 
and covers the entire region. Much like Aaron's service started 
with a sacrifice for himself and ended with a covering for the 
entire nation ! 


The Dew and Oil together have a commonality of covering, 
spreading, being easily seen, and symbolizes openness and unity 
by the very fact that they eventually cover everything. 


Therefore, UNITY is something which covers us, spreads over 
all the people, is easily seen, and is centered upon forgiven sins 
and the resultant peace. Unity is not in doctrinal] likeness, or 
common creedal forms. If this was so then it would be no wonder 
that our unity is destroyed the moment someone tips the tables and 
the oil runs onto the floor! This is why Paul could tell the stronger 
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to overlook the superficial doctrine for a deeper truth of love (Rom. 
14:15). Our point of unity is Jesus Christ (Eph. 4:4ff); 1 Cor. 12:3f). 
He is our High Priest who atones for us. That is good news and is 
easily seen. In Him our sins are covered and we have peace with 
both God and each other (1 John 4:19-21). 


Another word that confuses us today is the term for "faith". Faith 
is NOT a noun! It is a verb. Hebrew terms for ‘faith’ can only be 
translated as "faithfulness’’. Habakkuk 2:4 is a key example here, 
“put the righteous will live by his faithfulness". Even the Greek 
term ‘faith' is from the verbal root meaning faithful living ti.e., 
faithfulness). 


When faith is used as a noun we can abuse it to connote creeds, 
dogma, sectarian rules and legalism. This makes faith a form of 
logic, an idea, or something that has no action behind it. This may 
be the key reason James stresses serving action. Faith without 
moving-action is not faith at all. This noun-type of faith leads to 
forced conformity. 


The logic-ridden type of faith is better described as "opinion". 
Opinions are our logical ideas and deductions. We all have them. 
Opinions don't necessarily need actions behind them. It might be 
my opinion that it will rain today but I may not necessarily go out to 
roll up the car windows because of this opinion. The book of Job 
reveals many an opinion, but they are all wrong! 


Convictions are another sore spot for us today. Conviction 
literally means "ready to convict. '' Too many times we pervert it 
to mean we are ready to convict someone else! Paul tells us to 
hold our convictions only in light of ourselves (Rom. 14:22). We 
are not to convict others (Matt. 7:lff). If we do end up forcing our 
convictions upon someone else we are merely exposing our own 
arrogance and pride (Gal. 6:lf; John 8:9). 


Since 'faith' is a verb we might better understand the maxim, "In 
faith...unity" by saying, ‘In faithfulness...unity"'". This puts our 
unity back into Christ. Let's all be united in our efforts to live 
faithfully! Not in aligning along some half-submerged iceberg 
called "revealed doctrinal truth". Looking at faith as a noun leads 
us to split and split again. 


Since opinions are mental ideas and 'open' to differences, we 
must treat them with great liberty. If my opinion concerning 
Christ's return in this century leads me to greater service, then it 
hasn't harmed you at all. 1 must, however, leave ‘opin’ the per- 
sonal liberty you have to not hold my view. We all live with ideas 
of our own but we must strive to keep from making them ''admiss- 
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able evidence" to reject some brother of a different point of view. 
Diversity of opinion accents the Body. In fact, it gives life to 
Christianity. It keeps us fresh and on our toes. It never allows 
us to go to sleep next to the sacred cows of the past. According to 
Paul, diversity is God's way (1 Cor. 12:12ff). 

We now come back to "love"; 'In all things...love”’. Agape love 
is God-like love. God is a servant King who thrives on self-sacri- 
fice. He grants us unmerited favor. He is understanding in that 
he is constantly standing under us! He is love in ACTION. 

Love in action doesn't allow liberty to be lost by snobbish be- 
havior (Rom. 14:1-4). Love in action keeps us from viewing our 
opinions and convictions as ALL important (Rom. 15:1ff). Love in 
action keeps us from becoming ‘heavenly policemen’ or from 
"lording it over.” 

Godly love doesn't focus on ''me'' but upon others. Love is not 
negative but hopes all things. Love does not box God in or force 
conformity for one "sacred hour" on Sunday mornings! Love does 
not dwell upon the past. Faithfulness and real love go hand-in-hand 
because faithful living and love in action are one inthe same! This 
faithful living and love in action leads us to be inconsistent and 
irrational at times for the sake of the 'weaker' brethren. It doesn't 
force its own way. Read 1 Corinthians 13. 

Perhaps the best way to grapple with the scriptural nature of all 
this would be for us to stress the difference between the five terms 
used: 

All three of these relate 


Faithful living - between you and God } ot onoty to the biblical 


Opinion - between you andGod ¢ |g 
a ae pt of atonement— 
Conviction - between you and God between you and God! 
Liberty - involves you, others ( These two reflect the 
and God biblical concept of 
Love - involves you, others ) peace between God and 
and God mankind. 


It is important to note how John relates liberty and love to peace 
with God. If we do not have peace with our brethren we cannot 
have peace with God (1 John 4:19-21). 


Rational consistency is often ungodly and unscriptural. The 
theories of our classrooms are meaningless without practical ap- 
plication. When left to the confines of mere thought, the theoritical 
interpretations become laws for conformity. Without the practical- 
ity of active living, faith is void. Praise God that He is not the god 
of the theoritica: but the Living Logos...the Personal Person 
showing us by example how we are to live in love. The story of the 
God-in-the-flesh isn't rational and may appear inconsistent; but 
most certainly is scriptural. Praise Jesus! a 
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Michael Hall 


The passion events surrounding the Cross of Jesus were not 
submitted to by Him because He liked to suffer. Jesus was no 
masochist. He had no persecution complex. The biblical portrait 
however pictures him as enjoying life and living it up so much so 
that He got the label of being a glutton and a winebibber because 
"the Son of Man came eating and drinking." 


The Jesus of the Bible was into LIFE. His purpose in bringing 
men and women into wholeness (salvation) was to issue them into 
life at its best, life as God had originally intended it to be before 
sin violated it and defiled it. The "life and life to the fullest" that 
Jesus spoke about was celebrative and authentically human. In fact, 
Jesus Himself modeled for us the truest picture of humanity. 


Why then all the emphasis upon Him being "the Man of Sorrows"? 
How can that statement be reconciled with these other statements ? 


That lone statement occurs only one time in the Bible and is in 
the midst of a prophetic passage describing the crucifixion trauma 
which He endured (e.g., Isaiah 53). "Sorrows" then didn't epito- 
mize His whole life or characterize His life-style, only His suffer- 
ing of death by crucifixion. 


But here's a pertinent fact about His Cross experience. He went 
through that agony to vicariously substitute Himself for the guilty. 
Calvary (the place of the Cross Event) was a place where judicial 
wrath was experienced and sin (the viOlation of cosmic law) was 
damned in the flesh (e.g., Romans 8:3). Christ's suffering then 
was a necessary evil as the Messiah from Nazareth experienced 
"the second death" on behalf of mankind so that mankind wouldn't 
have to experience it. 


Do you know what this means? It means that Jesus didn't die to 
arouse Our pity! He didn't even want our pity. He wants a com- 
mitment of our lives to life for him (II Cor. 5:14-15). Feelings of 
morose sorrow and tearful eyed pity is a cheap substitute for a 
loving response of dedication to the world's greatest Lover. 


Therefore our celebration of the Lord's feast is indeed a 
EUCHARIST—a giving of THANKS—not a morbid, gloomy, intro- 
spective that intensifies our self-condemnation and despair. Rather 
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it is a CELEBRATION OF VICTORY. Jesus has become our Pass- 
over Lamb that delivers us from the cosmic wrath which would 
have damned us. And in our introspection, we celebrate the for- 
giveness of sins, the new life characterized by hope and joy, and 
the warmth of the Christian community, Christ's present "body" on 
Earth. 


God isn't glorified in the feast by our gloom. He gets no kick or 
delight or pleasure out of seeing us swirl in self-hatred or carry 
on a pity-party at the kingdom feast of bread and wine! Actually, 
He calls us to rejoice, to leap for joy, to enjoy the communion and 
to give him THANHS8! We thank Him, Jesus died —that was His 
inexpressible gift. We thank Him Jesus invaded this world, identi- 
fied with us as a Jewish male who overcame all the satanic temp- 
tations that tugged at Him. We thank God that Jesus walked through 
that sealed tomb on Easter morning and became the Lord of death! 
We thank God that Jesus of Nazareth is returning to transform our 
bodies and translate us into the new world. The communion feast 
is a THANKSGIVING PARTY, not a pity-party. 


So celebrate Jesus when the Eucharist meal is observed. Cele- 
brate Him and instead of giving Him pity, give Him your life in a 
committed way. Commit yourself to Him as the Source of Cele— 
bration, for, after all, Jesus is for believers the basis, circum- 
ference and dynamite of authentic CELEBRATION. 
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The next issue of Ensign will include an article by Bill Hooten, 
Huntsville, Arkansas, titled "The Reality of Hell’, and is a rebuttal 
to the article written by Michael Hall, titled ''The Truth About Hell." 
The same issue will include a response by brother Hall to brother 
Hooten's rebuttal. Both brethren set forth scholarly presentations 
on the subject and will be worth reading. 


BIBLES IN REVIEW 


several months ago my Bibles in Review booklet received a 
favorable review in John Clayton's Does God Exist and I have been 
receiving orders ever since. There's still copies left and if you're 
interested, they sell for $1.50, and I'll even pay the postage of 40°. 


END OF SERIES ON "THE PRINCIPLES OF FAITH" 


The series on the Principle of Faith which began in Sept. 1979 is 
now terminated. I have been encouraged by the comments from our 
readers concerning the series and for that reason I am giving 
consideration to having it put in booklet form. If you're interested, 
and if you think it's worthy of being put in booklet form, you might 
let me know—which might help to make up my mind. 
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generous in saying that we do not live under law but under grace. 
Our instructions for Christian living lies in the instructions afford- 
ed by the law's spirit. Obedience, the kind that is set in motion by 
love is the only kind that God will accept. 

This is why it is necessary that we understand the word "law" in 
context. Surely no one would contend that the law of liberty, royal 
law, law of Christ has the same sense of meaning as "law" of 
Mos¢es. All agree that the law of Christ is not the same as the law 
of Moses, but many will not make distinction between the two 
systems. The law of Christ means the natural order of things as 
they prevail in his spiritual body. Itis the natural arrangement of 
all the divine parts working together to gender regulation of the 
body just as the laws of physical nature regulates the physical body. 
We become part of this divine arrangement upon entry into His 
body. We take our place just as a physical organ transplanted into a 
physical body takes on the nature of the body into which it is grafted. 
The ingrafted organ is not still subject to the laws of its previous 
body. Its survival depends upon its adaptation to the new. Just as 
when we become members of Christ's body we must adapt to his 
divine nature. ''For the law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus has 
made me free from the law of sin and death" (Rom8:2). 
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EDITORIAL Romans 14 


In Romans 14 (and half of 15) Paul deals with two types of brethren 
(types that can be found in any congregation), i.e., the weak and 
the strong. In Romans 14 the weak brother was the one who had 
scruples about eating and observance of days. The strong brother 
knew that God had placed no such restrictions on food diets, that he 
was free to eat anything and anywhere (even in the meeting house), 
and that there was no value in observing or not observing days. 
According to Paul in this chapter, even a man with strong convic- 
taons is told to keep quiet on certain matters, to not "pass judgment’ 
ona brother who happens to think and act differently from himself. 
But someone will say that Paul here was dealing with matters of 
opinion and not matters of faith, meaning that it is alright to pass 
judgment on one who differs in matters of faith. Is that the proper 
conclusion of Romans 14? 


It is true that Romans 14 deals with scruples, but to dismiss the 
cnapter with this conclusion is to dismiss the subject prematurely 
and causes one to miss the great principle that is taught. It is not 
likely that Paul would have taken so much time and space to talk 
about a minor matter. 


The point that is often missed is that the 'weak"’ brother DIDN'T 
KNOW that his convictions were matters of opinion. As far as he 
was concerned they were matters of grave importance and he no 
doubt felt duty -bound to condemn his brother whom he considered 
to be inerror. It is important to note that God had not placed any 
restriction on eating meat. Therefore the weak brother was in 
error! He was wrong about God's requirements (he was a "brother 
in error"). Yet God was pleased with him! Why? Because he 


(turn to page 18) 


NEW SERIES 


This issue begins a series of articles by Jack R, Hackworth on 
the subject of "elders". Bro Hackworth is a retired preacher now 
living in Guntersville, Alabama, and through the years he has spent 
much time in researching the controversal topic of ''the eldership"', 
He says, '"For some forty years I have read and saved practically 
every article on the s:bject which has come to my hands. I have 
filed these in two stacks according to the general tenor of the posi- 
tions taken, and find the stacks to be about even."’ His coverage of 
the subject is as thorough as any that I have ever seen, and you will 
be enlightened by the way he has simplified the whole thing, — Ed. 
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CONCERNING ELDERS (SERIES) PART 4 


THE “OFFICE” OF BISHOP 
Jack R. Hackworth 


Perhaps there is no greater hangup or disputing about any matter 
in the study of ELDERS than there is over the word and idea of 
"office" and "qualifications". The word office is a perfectly good 
word and is legitimately used in 1 Tim. 3:1 and Rom.12:4. Literally, 
primarily and etymologically the word office means work. In law 
and legal matters in our society the word has been given a special, 
artificial, technical, legal meaning and application. The law con- 
cerning government affairs makes a difference between ''an office 
holder"’ and an employee or workman. We need not go into these 
differences and the rules by which it is determined whether a 
person is an office holder or an employee as such is not pertinent 
to the relationship of Christians to one another or to Christ. I 
realize that the ecclesiastics want to apply the legal use of office to 
certain Christian responsibilities. They are determined to have 
some officials, some Diotrephes (3 Jno. 9), or some "little tin 
gods" as Phillips renders 1 Peter 5:3, to whom alone has been given 
understanding of what God means by what he has said. If such were 
true, those who told us that God has spoken to us in common par- 
lance have misled us. Remember, when one affirms that ina given 
context a word has a special meaning, it is incumbent upon the 
person so affirming to show something about the word and its rela- 
tion to other words in the text which demand (not permit, but de- 
mand) such special interpretation. 


Concerning the expression "office of elder, or eldership", it is 
just not a Bible expression; there is no Bible precedent for it. Paul 
said ''the work of a bishop is a good work". One word in Greek, 
“bishopric'', expresses the idea, ‘work of a bishop."" Bishopric is 
a work and not an official ecclesiastical position. The Holy Spirit's 
statement in Romans 12:4 is, ".,,All members do not have the same 
oxfice."" He does not say, ''some members have no office", or ‘'only 
a few have an office." If having an office makes one an authoritative 
official, all Christians are authoritative officials. There is no such 
idea in the New Testament that among Christians there are some 
authoritative officials and the rest are just "common" people. All 
are on the same footing before God as His children, kings and 
priests unto Him, and having access to Him through the same 
mediator. There is nothing in the expression "office of a bishop" 
or the context of 1 Tim. 3:1~7 which demands a technical, or offi- 
cial, or legal signification of the word office; and he who affirms 
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there is such is obligated to point out the proof and show unequiv- 
Ocally that it proves what he says it does. Until such is done, the 
statement stands "the work of a bishop". 


All the terms we have found relating to the work of bishops have 
to do with visiting, looking over, tending, taking care of people; 
none describe an official ecclesiastical board issuing directives, 
orders and commands and demanding conformance to their ideas 
and interpretations in an ecclesiastical or any other kind of 
organization. 


QUALIFICATIONS - MUST !! 


We hear much about "qualifications for elders", but we do not 
read of the Holy Spirit having such expression or thought recorded 
in the New Testament; such is not New Testament language. If it 
could be interpreted that 1 Timothy 3:2-7 and Titus 1:6-9 are 
qualifications for anything, they would be qualifications for bishops, 
and the first qualification would be, “he must be an older man''—not 
a young man, neither a woman. The word qualification is not there, 
neither is the idea of qualification for office as in government af- 
fairs. Since there is no such idea of office among God's called out 
people, we need to examine the word "must"; for it is on this word 
that the argument is based and rests. 


As to the meaning of the word must (Greek "dei"): 


1, Webster: generally meaning could, was free to, to be obliged, 
to be free... necessary to a character or result. 


2. Vine: ought, should, behoveth, necessary. 
3. Young: it behoveth - 1 Tim. 3:2,7 & 2 Tim. 2:6. 


4. Strong: necessary, behoveth, meet, ought, should. 1 Tim. 3: 
2, 1,8, H, & 2 Tim. 2%6, 24 & Titus 1:7, ll. 


9. Thayer: it is necessary, there is need of, it behoves, any 
sort of necessity, lying in the nature of the case...what is 
required to attain some end. 


It seems that making an application is hardly necessary; yet we 
want the use of the word to stand out as plainly as it is possible for 
us to present it; therefore let us apply the meanings to some of the 
references given: 1 Tim. 3:11, "Women... must be grave, temper- 
ate...'' Will anyone affirm that a person is not a woman unless she 
"meets the qualifications’(?) here laid out? If she is not a woman, 
what is she? The thought is a woman is free to be this, it behoves 
her to so be, she ought, should be, it is meet for her to so be; in 
order for her to fully fill her role as a woman it is necessary. 
Then 2 Tim. 2:6, "The husbandman that laboreth must be the first 
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to partake of the fruits.” This does not teach that unless a man 
meets the "qualifications" of being the first to partake of the fruit, 
he is not and can not be a husbandman that labors. The idea of 
qualification in the word "must" requires that the husbandman eat 
the fruit before it is produced. The thought is that he is free to eat 
of the fruit before any other, it behoves him, it is meet for him, 
and possibly his showing his right as husbandman requires that he 
eat or take his portion before another takes his. 


In Acts 1:20 we learn that Judas Iscariot was a bishop. "His 
bishopric let another take.'' Peter declares himself to be an older 
man (presbuteros) like those whom he exhorts to take the 
"bishopric" (do the work of a bishop), tend, and be examples to the 
flock (1 Pet. 5:1-5). The same contention is made with regards to 
the idea of qualifications concerning deacons (diakonos) as is made 
with regards to "elders" or bishops based on Paul's statement in 
1 Timothy, chapter three. Some contend that Paul could be neither 
a deacon nor an elder or bishop because he had no wife or children. 
However, Paul declares himself to be a deacon (diakonos) of the 
gospel and of the church (2 Cor. 3:6; Cot. 1:23-25; Eph. 3:7). 
Paul also declared himself to be an aged man(Philem.$) and Mr. 
James Strong calls attention to the word used here as being from 
presbuteros. Paul also said that he had the "care of all the church- 
es'' (2 Cor. 11:28). Some contend here that the ‘care'"' Paul had was 
only mental, therefore anxiety, concern, and some translators so 
render it. However the K.J.and Robert Young's Literal translation, 
together with others translate "the care of all the churches. "' And 
the record disclosesthat Paul visited, took care of, tended, in- 
spected for relief, fed and did those things which come within the 
scope of a bishop's work, the work the performing of which makes 
a mana bishop. It seems that we are forced to the conclusion that 
all the apostles were bishops; they had the care of the churches. 
Concerning the qualities and areas listed in 1 Tim. 3 and Titus 1, it 
perhaps is not wise to pass on from them without a little more 
consideration. God's standard in all things is perfection. His 
standard of holiness for His children is perfection as he is perfect. 
Older men as bishops are to be examples for other Christians (1 
Pet. 5:3). The standard is perfection, and the areas and qualities 
which make up.the completion of that perfect standard are listed in 
the references noted. Paul did not meet this standard perfectly; he 
could have had a wife and children, he was free to have such, it 
behoved him and was necessary for him to have a wife and children 
in order to fully be an example to all Christians in every area the 
Holy Spirit set forth. Thovgh Paul was not an example as a husband 
and father, he was a better example than Judas Iscariot in other 
areas, and he was also a better example than was Peter in some 
areas; Peter denied Jesus three times, and in Antioch he stood 
condemned, and Paul resisted him to his face (Gal. 2:11). 
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In 1 Timothy 5:17 Paul speaks of elderly men who rule well. As 
we shall study later, rule" literally means model, example, leader; 
therefore, some "presbuteroi" did not set good examples, were not 
leading well, yet Paul recognized them as "presbuteroi’’. Then he 
says, "especially them that labor in word and teaching."" There 
were some who did not labor in teaching; they were not “apt in 
teaching", they were not "feeding the flock", they did not meet the 
standard in the area of teaching, they did not have the quality of an 
apt teacher; yet Paul did not say that they could not be "presbuteroi"’; 
rather he recognized that they were presbuteroi and worthy of 
honor as older men but not "double honor" (whatever that was) as 
teachers. God requires that older men be bishops among His 
people. As bishops they are to do the work involved concomitant 
with their ability. God has never required of any person more than 
he was able to perform; however God does require performance as 
one is able, and as one performs, his skill in the job should in- 
crease. For this reason we should impress even upon the young 
men that some day they are, hopefully, to be elderly men, and God 
will require the work of bishops at their hand; so they need to be 
learning and practicing as they grow in order that they can do a job 
not to be ashamed of when they do reach the point of such respon- 
sibility before God. (to be continued) 
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THE NATURE OF GOD -from page 2 


argue? We note three things: 


1) Brethren argue that the life of Christ is imputed on a legalistic 
basis, 

2) that "God must be JUST and demand PERFECT OBEDIENCE." 

3) and that "the very nature of God demands justice." 


I can only speak for myself on these important issues, but I plead 
guilty to all three arguments. 


LEGALISTIC BASIS 


Do we argue for the imputation of Christ's life on a legalistic 
basis? Most assuredly ! God is a legal God. He deals with mankind 
on a legal basis. Divine nature is divine law. Sin violates divine 
nature (which "nature" is made known through law) and incurs the 
death penalty. Divine nature must be vindicated and the debt paid 
or else God is not a God who "demands justice". Death is legal 
tender for broken law and only when the debt is paid is divine 
justice satisfied. Therefore, God's divine attribute of justice is an 
imperative! (turn to bottom of page 10) 
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The Sinner’s Peace With God 


Edward Fudge 


in ‘Being therefore justified by faith, we have peace with God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ..." (Rom. 5:1). 


All our lives we have learned that God is a holy and just God. He 
demands total obedience, and He punishes sin most severely. These 
are Bible truths for sure. But these truths are not "gospel", they 
are "law'’. They cause us to fear God, but they cannot give peace 
with God. They destroy any peace a thoughtful person might think 
he has. For we are sinners. God's holiness and laws can only call 
us into account and condemnation. 


But there is a way we can have complete peace with God, and 
Paul talks about it in this verse. That is the way of “faith”, of trust 
in Jesus as our perfect Savior. Jesus' own obedience to all God's 
laws, ending in His atoning death on the cross, gave God everything 
we owed Him but could never pay. Salvation is of the Lord! God 
reguires obedience—and in Jesus He has provided it. He demands 
that we be clothed in robes of righteousness—and in Jesus He 
furnishes that pure seamless garment. His justice requires death 
for sin—and in His own sinless Son He has satisfied His own re- 
quirement. All that God demands to set a sinner right with Himself 
He has provided in Jesus Christ. The work of "'reconciling" is done 
already—it is finished—it is secure. In the very person of Jesus 
Christ, one man has already entered into Judgment, been pronounc- 
ed righteous, and crowned with glory in heaven! "Man" has there- 
fore overcome sin and death, and been given God’s verdict of 
acquittal, all in the man Jesus of Nazareth! 





All that Jesus did, He didfor sinners. He was a representative 
man, our proxy and substitute. His work was our work, and by 
His representative we have been presented to God. God "laid'’on 
Him the iniquities of us all", by the obedience of this one man 
“many are made righteous", for we are made "the righteousness 
of God in him.” 


Solid and Secure 


Because God did this work, it is solid and secure. It will never 
crumble at the point of our weaknesses. It does not depend on 
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mortal flesh for its accomplishment or success. It is thesalvation 
of God", because God has done it. We did not suggest the idea, 
initiate the action, or carry out the work. God did it all, in Jesus. 
We cannot go up to heaven and bring Christ down. We cannot go 
down into hades and bring Christ up from the dead. God has done 
it all, before He ever told us about it! Because it is a finished 
work when we first hear of it, all we can do is believe it—trust it, 
and respond to it with a life of obedience, gratitude, love and praise— 
or reject and deny it and continue under God's sentence of death. 


To be "justified by faith'’ means that we rest on this finished 
work for our standing with God. It means that we depend on what 
Jesus our representative has done—for us and in our name—as our 
only possible hope and plea in Judgment. It means we do not think 
of anything we ever do as the reason for God to pronounce us inno- 
cent, to call us His children, or to give us all the covenant bless- 
ings earned by perfect obedience. 


Because faith looks to God's work, not man's, it is able to give 
peace when no human effort can. Faith is the only way to peace 
because only faith depends on God's finished, perfect, secure work 
in Jesus. To "believe on Jesus" is to reach out the empty hands of 
faith to receive, to point to Jesus’ finished work as the total reason 
for God to justify us or pronounce us right. it is to say "Amen" to 
the "guilty" verdict God has passed on our sins, and to the verdict 
of "innocent" He has passed on Jesus Christ. It is to agree with 
what God has done—in condemning us, and in saving us—as He has 
done in the person of our representative Jesus Christ. 


Inside and Outside 


In the New Testament, saving faith immediately declares itself in 
gospel baptism. Both faith and baptism look to Jesus' finished work 
for their meaning and value. They are the inside and outside of the 
same thing. The New Testament never puts any value on baptism, 
apart from faith. Jt never puts any value on faith, apart from 
Jesus. Neither faith nor baptism have any saving value in them— 
selves; they can only be responses of needy sinners to the good 
news that God has already dealt favorably with their case in the 
person of Jesus of Nazareth, their legal Proxy and Representative 
in God's court. 


Baptism is joined to "remission of sins" (Acts 2:38) because it is 
joined to faith, and faith is joined to remission of sins (Acts 10:43) 
only because it is the poor helpless sinner's reaching out to Christ 
alone, whose perfect life was offered in His atoning blood "for the 
remission of sins" (Mat. 26:28). Without the saving work which 
Jesus has done, man's "faith" is worthless. Without such trust in 
Jesus alone for our good standing before God, man's "baptism" is 
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worthless. The medieval Roman Church lost sight of this basic 
gospel truth and gave value to man's “doing”. Some Protestants 
remembered the right words of their ancestors but confused the 
point and made "faith" the work which saves. Most of the Restora- 
tion Movement (and numerous other smaller groups) made the same 
mistake of looking to man's doing for the work that saves, but 
argued with these Protestants that baptism was that work instead 
of faith. 


The gospel truth is that neither faith nor baptism is the "saving 
work"—they are responses to the good news that the saving work 
was done long ago~once for all, perfectly, by our representative 
Jesus Christ! Neither faith nor baptism can initiate salvation, 
therefore, but only respond toit. And "salvation" is not something 
that happens in us now, but something that God accomplished in the 
Person of Jesus Christ nearly 2000 years ago, declared to us now 
in the gospel, and will bring to fruition in the resurrection into 
immortality at the Second Coming. 


We must reprogram our thinking. There is no such thing as 
"God's part'' and "man's part" in the work which accomplished 
salvation. The scriptural teaching is that accomplishing salvation 
is itself altogether ''God's part", and ''man's part" is to respond to 
that divine work in tumility, reverence, praise, trust, joy, and 
obedience. But all of man's part—from the first motion he makes 
to the very last—is a response to the saving work; in itself itis no 
part whatsoever of that work by which we are saved and set right 
with God, 


Until we see matters jn this light we are doomed to go on arguing 
with our religious neighbors in a hopeless stalemate that will never 
end, for until we get this matter straight we and they alike are but 
blind men who have toppled into the same ditch, then compounded 
our problem by falling into quarreling. If it is any comfort, they 
are aS wrong as we are—but both sides have made the same mistake 
of looking to man's part and trying to locate something there that 
can give assurance or somehow merit salvation. To the credit of 
both sides in the faithfaptism dispute, they claim that they seek no 
merit by their own performance, but a little more talk usually 
leaves avery distinct and contrary impression on simple listeners! 


Jesus did the saving work in His own perfect doing and dying. 
That work was done outside of us, for us. Jesus commands the 
Sinner to repent and believe (trust) the gospel (good news of this 
finished work). He commands the believer to be baptized as an 
expression of trust in that finished work (Col. 2:12). Baptism is 
thus the formal event, the covenant ceremony, by which one who 
believes the news of Jesus' finished saving work, asks God for a 
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clear conscience on the basis of what Jesus has done (I Pet. 3:21-22). 
The Son of Man has been "lifted up'""—as Moses lifted up the serpent 
in the wilderness. All we can do is look and trust what by grace we 
can see. HE is our peace, HE is our righteousness, HE is our 
atonement. Let every true believer glory in HIM!!! 


Such faith, grounded on the finished and secured work of Jesus 
Christ, accomplished ajready on the earth by a perfect doing and 
dying, gives sorry sinners peace and hope and joy. "Being justified 
by faith,"' Paul could write, "we have peace with God, through our 
Lord Jesus Christ.’ =n 
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THE NATURE OF GOD -from page 6 


What do those "hopelessly tangled" theologians have to say about 
these matters? Shedd (a "theologian" has an appropriate word: 


God cannot lay down a law, affix a penalty, and threaten 
infliction, and proceed no further, in case of disobedience. 
The divine veracity forbids this... Hence, in every instan- 
ce of transgression, the penalty of law must be inflicted, 
either personally or vicariously; either upon the trans- 
gressor or upon his substitute... Justice may allow of the 
substitution of one person for another, provided that in the 
substitution no injustice is done to the rights of any of the 
parties interested. Wm. G.T. Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1889), I, 64. 


How else can one understand Christ's sacrifice on the cross 
unless he understand it to be legal satisfaction for the debt of sin? 
In Wf! Cor. 5:21, Paul said that God made Christ to be sin who knew 
no sin in order that we may become the righteousness of God. 
Commenting on this verse, Hodge says: 


The design of the Apostle is to explain how it is that God is 
reconciled to the world, not imputing unto men their tres- 
passes. He is free thus to pardon and treat as righteous 
those who in themselves are unrighteous, because for us 
and in our stead He who was without sin was treated as a 
sinner. Charles Hodge, An Exposition of the Second 
Epistle to the Corinthians (Wm. B. Eerdmans Publ. Co., 
1949), p. 510. 


OPTIONAL ATTRIBUTES 


That portion of the paragraph in question, and the part that makes 
it so dangerous, is the implication that lurks behind the statement, 
(turn to bottom of page 16) 
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The Creationism Controversy 


Ernest H. Wells 


Creationism is new only in name, It is as old as the New Testa- 
ment. Saint Augustine considered the time since man was created, 
whether it was 6000 years or much longer. More scientific today, 
creationism is gaining a rapid foothold in many states through the 
textbooks being chosen by schoolboards for science classes, Equal 
time for evolution and creation (theories) must be given in many 
states. Any reference to “millions of years" is being removed, A 
time frame for creation from the beginning is limited to 10, 000 
years or less in the creationist viewpoint, and many would settle 
for 4004 B.C. without question! 


The battle rages. Evolutionists claim that creationism is a re- 
ligion which is being forced on children. The price which had to be 
paid by creationists to get accepted was to call the creation ap- 
proach a theory along with evolution. They rebut evolutionists by 
saying they can prove that evolution is not only a religion but also 
an atheistic one that is ALL theory. As such, it is destroying 
morals, ethics, and human values. Morever, it cannot assign a 
divine origin for man. 


Education should be concerned with teaching man an image of 
himself which correlates with a justifiable goal for the human race 
to fulfill, Since man's origin cannot be absolutely known, evolution 
remains a theory and should not be taught as a fact. Too much 
pressure has been applied to give it factual status, as though the 
theories had nounknowns. All the data does not add up as well as 
scientists desire and the contrary data and information is usually 
“swept under the rug". But it is often this same data that the 
creationist can use to claim points. 


Evolution teaches that man is just a mammal that accidentally 
developed a large brain. Since a mammal is also a beast, it follows 
that the earth is under the control of a highly developed beast! 
Even though evolutionists indiscriminately classify man with ani- 
mals, admission is made of man's superior powers over all other 
animals. Man is superior and some other Power made him super- 
ior. What other species holds court, practices dentistry or psy- 
chiatry, builds moon rockets and hopes to live after death? Was 
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man just a lucky accident of nature or a creation by divine acts? 


Man has inherited written records containing laws and higher 
moral and spiritual aspirations which are a major advancement 
over the "survival of the fittest" existence of the jungle. Did these 
laws come from homo sapiens the man, or homo Sapiens the mam- 
mal of the jungle? 


Creationists claim that all forms of crime are increasing because 
of a lack of moral and ethical teaching. If we see men as slightly 
elevated beasts as evolution teaches, we are not surprised. Man 
becomes the "sow's ear that cannot be made into a silk purse", But 
we Should prefer the other option which gives man status and prom- 
ise. Since these have no scientific basis they are not included in 
evolutionary teaching as a rule but are part of man's heritage of 
divine background. Basic evolution gives man no purpose above 
animal existence. But man senses a desire for purpose and seeks 
that purpose toward a destiny. Few will argue that a destiny of 
continued life (Mat. 5 and Gen. 1:27-31, etc.) is a superior goal. 
Even as a social goal, the ethics of the sermon on the mount is far 
superior to the sermon of the mammal. But the last word has not 
been written and it is certain that a greater battle looms just ahead 
on creationism. [J 


712 Kilkenny St., Huntsville, Alabama 35805 
Modern Scribes and Pharisees 


Don Rogers 
Eldorado, Ok 


In Matthew 23:15, Jesus scathingly rebuked the scribes and 
Pharisees, calling them hypocrites and children of hell! There he 
stated: ‘Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye 
compass sea and land to make one proselyte, and when he is made, 
ye make him twofold more the child of hell than yourselves,"' 


What were the scribes and Pharisees doing to provoke and de— 
serve such a rebuke as this? According to Jesus, they were 
compassing sea and iand seeking to make proselytes, that is, 
converts. In speaking of them as compassing sea and land, He 
meant that they were zealously employing every means and exer- 
Cising the utmost effort as they sought to win converts. 


Why should Jesus condemn those who were zealously seeking 
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converts? Such individuals should be praised, not condemned? 
The problem lies in the fact that the scribes and Pharisees were 
not trying to win converts to the true Jewish faith. If they had been, 
then indeed Jesus would have praised them rather than rebuked 
them. 


However, the truth of the matter was that the scribes and Phari~ 
sees were guilty of making converts to human opinion rather than 
to the word of God (cf. Mat. 15:1-9). In other words, they were 
sectarians trying to make converts to their particular faction, the 
party of the Pharisees. This is why Jesus rebuked them severely. 


With reference to this, McGarvey (Matthew-Mark, p. 198) makes 
an interesting and significant point. Whereas most commentators 
understand those proselytes to be from among the Gentiles, he 
concludes that those proselyted were not from heathenism (that is, 
Gentiles), but rather Jewish converts to the sect of the Pharisees. 
In other words, the scribes and Pharisees were not seeking to 
convert those outside of the covenant relationship with God to the 
way of God by proclaiming the commands of God. Rather, they 
were seeking to convert those within the covenant relationship with 
God to the way of the Pharisees by proclaiming the commands of 
men! 





This brings us to the point of this essay, namely, that just as 
physical israel had its scribes and Pharisees who were Zealously 
seeking to convert their brethren from the opposing sects within 
Judaism to their particular party, so it is that today spiritual 
Israel likewise has its modern day scribes and Pharisees who are 
zealously seeking to convert their brethren from the opposing sects 
within the body of Christ to their various parties! And, just like 
the scribes and Pharisees of old, these modern day counterparts 
are not, for the most part, seeking to convert those outside of 
Christ by proclaiming the gospel. No indeed! Quite the contrary. 
They are, for the most part, seeking to convert those within Christ 
to their various parties by proclaiming their opinions. To this end 
each party has its Contenders, Defenders, Guardians, Advocates, 
Truth magazines, and such like, and one has only to check these 
journals to see that such is indeed the case. 


Now then, in that Jesus severely rebuked and condemned the 
scribes and Pharisees of his day because of their partisan activi- 
ties, pointing out that they were hypocribes and children of hell, 
what does this say about our modern day scribes and Pharisees? 
The answer is obvious! 


Box 70, Eldorado, Oklahoma 13537 
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REASONS TO BELIEVE 





Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


Have you ever asked yourself exactly why you believe in God? 
And why others do not? It is not as easy a question to answer as it 
might seem. The fact is, when we consider the question it is hard 
to know even where to start. What "arguments" are the strongest? 
How much do reason or intuition or imagination play in the forming 
of belief? Some of us are drawn by the sheer power of Jesus' per- 
sonality in the gospels; others by biblical ethics or the fulfillment 
of prophecy. Still others may be influenced by some of the tradi- 
tional philosophical arguments—the cosmological or ontological 
arguments, for instance. More than likely our faith rests on a 
variety or a combination of these kinds of 'evidence." 


The fact is, for the believer, all reasons seem good. The be- 
liever's world is so different, or rather his perception of the world, 
from that of the unbeliever that indeed every created thing seems 
to point to an all-wise, benevolent Creator. But where does one 
start to bring about faith in an un~believer's heart? How can one 
prepare her to receive the gospel? G.K. Chesterton touched upon 
this predicament in his classic defense of Christianity, Ogthodoxy: 


It is very hard for a man to defend anything of which he is 
entirely convinced, It is comparatively easy when he is 
Only partially convinced. He is partially convinced because 
he has found this or that proof of the thing, and he can ex- 
pound it. But a man is not really convinced of a philosophic 
theory when he finds something that proves it. He is only 
really convinced when he finds that everything proves it. 
And the more converging reasons he finds pointing to this 
conviction, the more bewildered he is if asked suddenly to 
sum them up. Thus, if one asked an ordinary intelligent 
man, on the spur of the moment, ‘Why do you prefer civil- 
ization to savagery ?"' he would look wildly around at object 
after object, and would only be able to answer vaguely, 
"Why, there is that bookcase...and the coal in the coal— 
scuttle...and pianos...and policemen.” ..-There is, there- 
fore, about all complete conviction a kind of huge helpless- 
ness. The belief is so big that it takes a long time to get 
it into action (p. 83). 


Thus it is hard for one to "pin down" just why it is that he believes 
the gospel. Perhaps coming to belief is like William H. Davis has 
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described in his article, '‘The Grounds of Religious Faith,"’ where 
paraphrasing C.S. Peirce he says: 


(This) position may be well illustrated with the example... 
of a photograph of some unknown object. We scan the 
photograph, look at it from different angles, hold it up- 
side down, etc., etc., hoping that at last something will 
"click' and we will catch on to what the picture is of. 
There is an infinite number of wrong hypotheses as to what 
the photograph is of;the mind therefore cannot be supposed 
to go through all the possible hypotheses in a mechanical 
fashion. Besides, if the mind were working like that it 
would not recognize the true hypotheses when it found it... 
When the correct interpretation of the photograph comes 
to mind, however, everything in the picture falls into place. 
When the proper interpretation "dawns" upon him, the 
beholder has avery real sense of satisfaction and enjoys 
a strong sense of certainty. He may not be able to get 
someone else to see the sense of the photograph, but at all 
events, he sees it and cannot at this point help but see it. 
He cannot recapture his old sense of confusion. He can no 
longer, even by trying, see a meaningless jumble in the 
photograph. The real significance of the picture now leaps 
out at him the moment his eyes fall upon it (p. 6). 


Ido not mean to bore you with these extensive quotations from the 
writings of these men, nor to divert you away from the scriptures. 
But I do think that Chesterton and Davis have well expressed the 
paradox of faith: that certainty and hope have a way of making ex- 
pression of that faith sometimes difficult. The man who believes in 
God doesn't just believe because this or that argument is clever 
and irrefutable (though it may be); most of us would confess that 
even if certain "proofs" could be shown to be faulty, it would not 
especially shake our faith. 


I do not think it would be false to say that for one who has truly 
come to God, has come to put his trust in Him in a personal way, 
that it is difficult, if not impossible, for him to "un-believe."' What 
I mean is that he may indeed stop serving God, stop obeying Him 
and thus be lost, but he will still retain his belief in the existence 
of God and tremble at the knowledge of someday facing Him in His 
infinite holiness and righteousness (cf. James 2:19). It has been 
said and perhaps it is true that no man has ever really been an 
atheist—that deep down acknowledges the existence of his Creator 
and Redeemer though he may mask and disguise this intuition of 
God all through his life with different schemes and denials. This 
may be the meaning of Koheleth's statement that ''He hath made 
everything beautiful in its time; also he hath set eternity in their 
heart, yet so that man cannot find out the work that God hath done 
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from beginning to the end" (Eccles. 3:11), 


It seems important that we keep in mind that scripture assumes 
the existence of God from the first verse of Genesis to the last 
verse in Revelation. That is to say that no systematic "'proof of 
God" is set forth or attempted in it. And the simplest explanation 
for that is basic preaching of God's word will strike a responsive 
chord in the hearts of men who perceive that it is God that is call- 
ing them home. Those who are tired of running, weary of covering 
up their sins, exhausted from evading and hiding from God welcome 
and respond to the call, "Come unto me all ye that labor and are 
heavy laden and I will give you rest."' Undoubtedly, this is the 
import of the Parable of the Sower. 


This faith and God's method of bringing it about is both incred- 
ibly simple and incredibly complex. Earlier ages might have called 
"mystical." But we tend to avoid such a word for the fear that it 
might imply we don't infallibly understand everything or that God 
hasn't revealed all that we need. In view of Ephesians 3, we don't 
have to worry about God giving us all we need to know; but in view 
of Phil. 2:13, perhaps we should consider how much we do know. 
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THE NATURE OF GOD ~-from page 10 


"Something overlooked is the fact that LOVE and MERCY, etc., are 
also 'the very nature of God'." What is its meaning? and how does 
it bear upon the question of imputed righteousness? 


First of all, I can't imagine who could overlook such essentials 
as love and mercy, the very means of salvation. But the author's 
intended meaning is that within the scheme of imputed righteousness 
love and mercy are to be considered in such a way as to relieve the 
necessity of having to impute Christ's perfect life to sinners. He 
is in effect saying, or at least implying, that in divine nature God's 
JUSTICE is not an imperative, that God may if he so chooses, in 
the exercise of his sovereignty, set aside justice and elect to be— 
stow only love and mercy. Which is to say that love, mercy and 
justice belong together as divine optionals, that God may or may 
not exercise his attribute of justice and choose or not choose to 
display his attributes of love and mercy instead. This is the error 
that is most fundamental. 


Let's suppose that justice is optional, what does this do for the 
case of those who reject the teaching of imputed righteousness? 
Just this: It would relieve the necessity of having to impute right- 
eousness because God in forgiveness makes the sinner righteous 
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on the basis of his forgiveness, that the two are one and the same 
thing. Such being the case, who needs an imputed righteousness ? 
For those who take this view, it is understandable why they object 
to an external righteousness that comes from God. 


It is true that forgiveness and righteousness comes at the same 
instant, but the point that some fail to see is that the righteousness 
that comes to the sinner is not of himself, nor is it an inner, sub- 
jective improvement of the souls moral qualities which comes after 
or with forgiveness. The righteousness that saves is external. It 
is given as a free gift from above. Forgiveness cleanses the soul 
only in a sense, and perhaps this is the place to define the meaning 
of forgiveness. Shedd does it best: 


The connection of ideas in the Greek translation appears, 
therefore to be this: By the suffering of the sinner's aton- 
ing substitute, the divine wrath at sin is propitiated, and 
as a consequence of this propitiation the punishment due to 
sin is released, or not inflicted upon the transgressor. 
This release or non-infliction of penalty is "forgiveness, " 
in the Biblical representation. - ibid. H, p.391 


Therefore, forgiveness has nothing to do with the inner condition 
of the sinner. It has to do with his "state", his standing before 
God, and his relationship to law. It is his release from legal 
punishment which can only mean his releasefrom law. As Hodge 
points out in the following excerpt, the sinner has a "federal", legal 
relationship to law as well as a moral relationship. 


Our relation to the law is twofold, federal and moral... 
From this federal relation to the law we are, under the 
gospel, delivered. We are no longer bound to be free from 
all sin, and to render perfect obedience to the law, as the 
condition of salvation... This deliverance from the law is 
not affected by its abrogation, or by lowering its demands, 
but by the work of Christ... The work of Christ was there- 
fore of the nature of a satisfaction to the demands of the 
law. By his obedience and suffering, by His whole right- 
eousness, active and passive He, as our representative 
and substitute, did and endured all that the law demands. 
Those who by faith receive this righteousness, and trust 
upon it for justification, are saved; and receive the renew- 
ing of their whole nature into the image of God. Those who 
refuse to submit to this righteousness of God, and go about 
to establish their own righteousness, are left under the 
demands of the law; they are required to be free from all 
sin, or having sinned, to bear the penalty. -Charles Hodge 
Systematic Theology, II, p. 493f (Grand Rapids: Wn. B. 
Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1946) 


37 17 


To some it may seem that we have set forth a contradiction in 
saying with Hodge that man is no longer required to live free of sin 
(not meaning that we are free to live in it) and saying that Justice 
is a divine imperative that requires punishment for disobedience. 
How can it be both ways? 


What we have here is not a contradiction but a paradox. The re- 
solution of this problem is the very thing that necessitates the 
imputation of Christ's righteousness to sinners. Christ alone is the 
solution to the paradox of simultaneous assured life and certain 
death; and the imputation of his perfect life to the sinner's account 
provides the answer. His vicarious suffering in our stead, his 
standing before law to meet our requirement, as our representative, 
suffering the penalty thereof, and counting his merit of righteous~ 
ness as our own, was a scheme born in heaven in the mind of God. 
In Him we have citizenship in heaven where "federal" sin resulting 
from law is abolished. Sin is now a family affair in the body of 
Christ. Discipline is now inflicted by the Head upon those who need 
it so that the body may function as God intended. Christians are not 
punished but disciplined. In biblical usage punishment is death and 
discipline is various forms of chastisement. Therefore count it all 
blessing when we are chastened of the Lord, for it demonstrates 
His love for us and assures us that we walk within the boundaries 
of righteousness. 


Yes—to those who are ready to object at this point—there isa 
“sin unto death" that can overtake one who is saved, causing him to 
lose his soul, just as there is a "sin not unto death."" John was not 
using "sin" in the sense of a single act of sin, but the sin of losing 
faith, of apostasy, denying the Lord and his Lordship. This is sin 
that is unforgiveable and it is not to be prayed for. But for those 
who place their lives under the Lordship of Christ and commit sin 
in the natural course of life, theirs is a "sin not unto death.” 


Grace and mercy are optional attributes of divine nature, but 
justice is not. Justice cannot ever be set aside in favor of a more 
benevolent attribute. Love, mercy, grace, and justice do not be- 
long in the same class. Through love God may exercise his sover- 
eign right to bestow "free gifts" (grace) upon those who are unde- 
serving and the suffering (acts of mercy), Being optional God can 
bestow them or withhold them at his sovereign pleasure, but justice 
is inflexible! Another theologian speaks: 


The exercise of grace, like that of mercy, is optional with 
God. He must be holy in all His actions; he may or may 
not show grace to a guilty sinner. Only by a special reve- 
lation can we know whether or not and what circumstances 
grace will be shown...Since holiness is God's fundamental 
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powerful lesson, if only our brethren could learn it. It is not al- 
ways the intricate details of one's belief that pays tribute to God, 
but what he DOES with what he BELIEVES! He acknowledges that 
God is Lord by following his convictions and he is accepted. God 
will support both the weak and the strong because they each do 
all they can to be right. God does not ask for more. 


But suppose the situation had been reversed, and the brother 
who abstained had been right? Would Paul then have condemned the 
brother who indulged? If so, where lieth the difference in principle? 
One would have been wrong in his thinking, and one would have been 
wrong in his non-action, yet both continue to show the same degree 
of honor as before. This is what God requires! SUBMISSION to His 
will as it is understood is all that God expects. This is WORSHIP! 


How many of our current brotherhood problems, the kind that has 
divided us, could be placed in the above category? Just how much 
of what brethren believe and do—that which they believe to be 
scriptural—is immaterial in the eyes of God? For example, what 
does God care about whether brethren do or donot eat within the 
confines of the church edifice? It is no compliment to God to think 
that he cares about such trivials? What does he care about how 
orphans are taken care of, as long as they are cared for? about 
HOW the gospel is preached, as long as it is preached? about 
"cooperative" efforts, as long as such efforts gets results? God 
is interested in RESULTS, not procedures! 


Those who follow their convictions in these matters are both right 
if they act out of faith, that they are pleasing God, regardless of 
which side they may be on. The thing that Paul is condemning in 
Romans 14 is when one side berates the o:her and passes judgment, 
and when ‘the other side despises those who are in the process of 
spiritual development. Romans 14 is the perfect formula that al- 
lows brethren to dwell together in peace. This is also the Bible's 
version of "unity in diversity.'' It is not necessary to condemn all 
doctrinal difference that may occur between brethren, even where 
there is deep conviction involved. There are some convictions 
that are best kept between the believer and God, as per Romans 14: 
22. Even if it were a matter of expending a spiritual obligation, 
i.e., to"'combat error", it must take second place in matters of 
spiritual importance. Satisfying the conscience by ridiculing and 
stigmatizing a brother just because he happens to think different 
cannot be justified. It is a violation of Romans 14. I know of no 
scripture that teaches us to combat false teaching by destroying 
the reputation of the teacher. If the brother who teaches doctrines 
that are untrue is honest, sincere, morally and ethically good, then 
an attack on his good name would be a false, immoral and unethicai 
attack because things would have to be said that are untrue. if 
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error is taught it is error that must be combatted, not the teacher. 
Doctrinal error can only be set aside by teaching a more powerful 
truth. Truth must be the sole weapon used in fighting the forces 
of evil. Any other method puts us at a disadvantage since we are 
outnumbered, and satan's forces are far more experienced. But 
when will brethren learn where the enemy lives, and who he is? 
Our own brethren are not our enemies. Brethren can live together 
in spite of strong convictions that puts them at odds with others 
within the faith, as Romans 14 surely teaches. 


Let brethren pshaw the concept of "unity in diversity", but when 
they do they are "pshawing"' what God has enjoined in Romans 14. 
We will either have “unity’' in diversity or "disunity" in diversity, 
but diversity we will have in either case. Which will it be? Let us 
study to show ourselves approved and not fall into the trappings that 
have a show of piety but is of no benefit in combatting the desires 
of the flesh nor the ills of the world (cf. Col. 2:20-23): That is, let 
us not devour one another over "things" that perish with using and 
ceases with the passing of the generation. Some of those taboos of 
past generations are not taboo in ours, and some of ours will not 
be in the next. So then why not center the attention NOW upon those 
things that remain when all the immaterial and insignificant have 
passes away, on faith, hope, and love, and we know which of these 
is the greatest. 





The ENSIGN is printed monthly by the Ensign Fair Publications of 
Huntsville, Alabama, and is edited by R. L. Kilpatrick. The Ensign 
is dedicated to the restoration of spiritual] freedom in Christ and the 
unity of all believers who acknowledge Christ as Lord. The magazine 
is further dedicated to the renewal of the teaching of ‘Justification By 
Faith" and the imputed righteousness of Christ as the basis of our 
standing before God. Manuscripts written to advance these teachings 
are welcomed. Ensign Fair Publications is approved by the IRS asa 
Tax-Exempt Private Foundation and donations sent for the support of | 
this magazine are tax deductible. Subscription price: $3 per year, 
foreign, $5, and bundles of 20, $4 each. Mail all correspondence to 
Ensign, 2710 Day Road, Huntsville, AL 3580}. Phone: {205) 536-9320) 





ENSIGN Nonprofit Organization 
2710 Day Road U.S. POSTAGE PAID 
Huntsville, AL 35801 Huntsville, AL 35801 


Permit No. 32 





EDITORIAL: HYPOCRBY IN ASSORTED HUES 


ORDAINING (APPOINTING) ELDERS 
Jack R Hackworth 


SKETCHES 
. Bruce Edwards, Jr 


ARE WE READING THE SAME BIBLE? 
Susan Mullins 


THE DEATH OF THE JDEAL 
W Carl Ketcherside 


THE IMPUTATION OF PERFECT OBEDIENCE 
R L Kilpatrick 


NEITHER CONSERVATIVE, LIBERAL, OR 
MODERATE 
Dan Rogers 


No. 6 OCTOBER 1980 





Editorial 


HYPOCRISY IN ASSORTED HUES 


In our July issue there was an article by Bruce Edwards, Jr. in 
which he made the point that the ''five-step" plan of salvation did 
not originate in the Bible as a 1-2-3-4-5-step plan in this order, but 
originated with Walter Scott, one of the Restoration pioneers. Bro. 
Edwards said, "'the five steps are not as neatly packaged in the 
scriptures as we would like them to be—and we might ask why God 
did it that way. But putting that question aside, let's recognize 
that these five steps come, not from the Bible per se, but from 
Walter Scott, one of the early restoration evangelists, who had his 
own reasons for presenting them in this way."' Now, how does the 
editor of Words of Truth(?) interpret these statements ? 


The article runs on for two and one-half pages, but Walter 
Scott is never referred to again, nor is any attempt to 
prove the bold assertion that the ‘five steps"’ do not come 
from the Bible. 


Amazing, isn't it? Was bro. Edwards saying that these five steps 
were not found in the Bible, or that they were not found in this 
"neatly packaged" 1-2-3-4-5 order? Now, anyone who makes even 
a token effort to understand what another brother is saying can 
easily see that bro. Edwards was not making a BOLD ASSERTION 
that hearing, believing, repenting, confessing, and being baptized 
are not found in the Bible. The idea is ridiculous! Yet the editor 
sees the opportunity to impress his readers with his adeptness in 
detecting "creeping liberalism" in the church by lifting out of con- 
text and even distorting what he lifted! It is true that Walter Scott 
originated the ''five-step" plan as we have come to know it. His 
purpose was to teach the plan of salvation to children by the use of 
the "'five-finger exercise", one finger for each step, so that they 
could even teach their parents by this easily memorized method. 
Brother Edwards' main pdint was that many brethren have come to 
think of the five-step plan as if it was the gospel itself. 


The emphasis in this five step view is squarely upon the 
response of man to the gospel—and has pretty well come 
to be regarded as "'the gospel” itself. 


Why didn't the editor choose this statement to contend with? 


The slanting of an article, the design being to cause the reader 
to reach a false conclusion, is nothing more than a subtle form of 
lying—a "lie dressed up in Sunday clothes" as they used to say. 


(turn to page 16) 
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CONCERNING ELDERS (Series) - PART 2 


ORDAINING (APPOINTING) ELDERS 
Jack R. Hackworth 


Before entering into a study of this section please examine care- 
fully the foregoing one and answer these questions: 


Do you recognize and accept the rules of grammar and hermeneu- 
tics? Is that which has been set forth stated correctly? Or have I 
dealt deceitfully with rules, definitions or words? 


If these questions can be answered satisfactorily, we are ready 
to proceed to the next consideration. 
ORDAIN (Greek kathistemi) - as defined by: 

1) Webster - to arrange, order, appoint to duty. 


2) Vines - to cause to stand, to set. Usually signifies to appoint 
a person toa position. Not a formal ecclesiastical ordination is 
in view. 


3) Young - to place or set down - elect by stretching forth the 
hand. 


4) Strong - hand stretcher or voter, choose, ordain, 


5) Thayer - to set, place, put - to appoint to something, 


APPOINT (Greek cheirotoneo) - as defined by: 
i) Webster - assign, designate, set apart, ordain, arrange. 


2) Vines - primarily used of voting in the Athenian legislative 
assembly -~-...is said of the appointment of elders by apostolic 
missionaries... 


3) Young - to set down. 
4) Strong - to place down, set, ordain. 


5) Thayer - to vote by stretching out the hand - to create or 
appoint by vote - one to have charge of some office or duty - with 
the loss of extending the hand: (Thayer then calls attention to Jo- 
sephus’ record of the appointment of Jonathan McAbeus to be high 
priest of the Jews which appointment was made by letter, and we 
shall examine it later, jrh). 


We now shall examine some records of appointment as found in 
the New Testament and other places. As per Acts 6:1-3, the multi- 
tude of disciples chose seven men, and the apostles appointed 
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(ordained) these seven men. The appointment did not make men of 
the seven entities who were something else priorto the appointment; 
they were men before the appointment and were still men after the 
appointment. The word "appointed" is a transitive verb and the 
word '’men"’is the direct object, the thing acted upon by the appoint- 
ment and is not the result of the said appointment. 


Paul said that he was appointed {1 Tim. 1:12; 2 Tim. 1:11; 1 Tim. 
2:6-7). 'Paul'' existed before the appointment. Paul is the direct 
object of the transitive verb; Paul was the thing acted upon in the 
appointment and not the result of the appointment. The direct ob- 
ject of the verb appointed in this instance, the result of the action, 
was preacher, servant, apostle, etc. 





A brother was appointed by the churches to travel with Paul ina 
certain matter (2 Cor. 8:18-20). He was the "brother" before the 
appointment and also afterward. Brother is the direct object of 
appointed, the thing acted upon. An indirect object is not given in 
the construction of this sentence; however, we learn that as a 
result of the appointment this brother was to travel with Paul and 
act as a messenger of the churches. 


Now to the case of the appointment of Jonathan McAbeus as men- 
tioned by Thayer and referred to above: Josephus, Antiquities of 
the Jews, book 13, chapter 2: 


Alexander Bala, the son of Antiochus Epiphanes, upon entering 
Syria, wrote a letter to Jonathan McAbeus, by which “letter” he 
appointed (cheirotoneo) Jonathan high priest of the Jews. Note 
that this action of appointment is Jonathan McAbeus, something 
which existed before the appointment and which was acted upon by 
said appointment. The direct object of appointed is high priest, 
the result of the appointment. 


I have a friend who is an attorney. A few years ago the Governor 
appointed this attorney to become and be a circuit judge. The direct 
object of appointed here is not circuit judge but attorney, the thing 
acted upon. Circuit judge is the result of the action and the indirect 
object 


_ Now consider Acts 14:23: Paul and Barnabas appointed old men 
(presbuteroi), and Titus 1:5, instructed Titus to appoint old men. 
Can you really show any difference between these two instances and 
any of the five instances listed above as to the action of the verb 
appoint and the result of the direct object? The direct object of 
appoint and appointed here is old men. Old men were appointed to 
a duty or service in these instances even as men without regard to 
age were appointed to a particular service as per Acts 6:1-3, as 
Paul was appointed to a particular service, as the brother mention- 
ed in 2 Cor. 8:18-20 was appointed to a particular service, and as 
Jonathan McAbeus and the attorney I mentioned were set ina par- 
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ticular duty. These were older men before the appointment; the 
appointment did not affect their age. In appointing older men Paul, 
Barnabas, and Titus placed them in the work which the Holy Spirit 
revealed they were to perform. There is not one Bible example, 
precedent, or teaching of a congregation of God's called out people, 
or any segment thereof however small or large, selecting one or a 
number of men to become presbuteroi, and having someone appoint 
the said men to the "eldership". If this statement is not true, just 
cite book chapter and verse to the contrary, but since it is true, let 
us "speak where the Bible speaks and be silent where the Bible is 
silent". 


Some quotations: ‘Paul did not leave Titus in Crete to make or 
create elders by appointing or ordaining them to office. Elders 
were not created by a ceremony called ordination... they were al- 
ready in the cities of Crete. Neither could Titus ordain elders in 
every city if there were no elders to ordain.” A.,A.Bruner, Gospel 
Advocate, 1889, p. 366. 


" ... they were therefore elders before they were appointed and 
were not appointed to the eldership ." W. N. Abernathy, Gospel Ad- 
vocate, 1904, p. 116. 


From E.G. Sewell, Gospel Advocate, 1872, p. 829, concerning 
Acts 14:23: ''The only point of trouble in this passage is this: were 
they elders before the ordination, or did the ordination make them 
elders? We answer from the literal meaning of the word; they were 
elders, older ones before the ordination or appointment took place, 
and the meaning is the older members were ordained or appointed 
to the work for which they were already competent. Nothing there- 
fore as yet, to indicate that the word elder means anything more 
than age." 


Titus 1:5: Paul instructs Titus to appoint presbuteroi (old men) 
as Paul had appointed him (Titus). Therefore Titus was to do to the 
presbuteroi in appointing them just what Paul had done to him in the 
said appointment. You may plead that they are different Greek 
words used; however, they are both defined as meaning appoint, and 
both the King James translators and Robert Young's Literal Trans- 
lation renders ''diatasso" as appoint. 


Acts 20:28: Paul tells the elderly men from Ephesus that "the 
Holy Spirit made you bishops."" The word "made" here is from the 
Greek "tithemi", and is defined as meaning to place, appoint, or- 
dain, set. Therefore the Holy Spirit appointed these older men 
(‘you", the direct object) bishops (indirect object). 


Let us sum up and note carefully: 


1) The apostles appointed men - Acts 6:1-3. 
2) The churches appointed a brother - 2 Cor. 8:18-20. 
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3) The Lord appointed Paul - 1 Tim. 1:12; 2:6-7; 2 Tim. 1:11. 
4) Paul appointed Titus - Titus 1:5. 

5) Titus appointed older men - Titus 1:5 (as he was appointed). 
6) The Holy Spirit appointed older men - Acts 20:28. 

7) Paul and Barnabas appointed older men - Acts 14:23. 

8) Alexander Bala appointed Jonathan McAbeus. 

9) The governor appointed an attorney. 


In each of these cases the direct object of appointed is given. 
This object was in existence before the appointment, and it was 
acted upon by the appointment and placed in a duty, work or respon- 
sibility which it did not have before the appointment. 


NATURAL VERSUS ARTIFICIAL ELDERS 


In discussing this with a brother on occasion he introduced an 
eminent lexicographer and read this explanation by him of the word 
ordain: "It is like bringing a ship into harbor."’ With this testimony 
I insisted the argument was conceded. The argument and general 
practice is that material (elder material) is assembled in the ship 
yard and through the working of appointment a ship (elder) is built, 
made, brought into being. However the lexicographer said that it 
was already a ship (elder) but was out on the high sea and a licens- 
ed, knowledgeable pilot had to bring it into harbor and to its berth 
When men collect "elder material’ and perform a work of ordina- 
tion on the material and thus create, make an elder, they have an 
artificial man-made elder. A natural elder is one who by the grace 
of God has been allowed the years to so develop. The Holy Spirit 
says, ‘But speaking the truth in love, may grow up into Him in all 
things, which is the head, even Christ" (Eph. 4:15). The all things 
includes older men. Perhaps most artificial elders were already 
natural elders before someone turned them into artificial elders, 
but there have been instances of young men being turned into arti- 
ficial elder through the manipulation and ordination of men. 

(to be continued) 
2100 Lusk Street, Guntersville, Alabama 35976 


 Pfolehes Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


We have renounced disgraceful, underhanded ways; we. 
refuse to practice cunning or to tamper with God's 
word, but by the open statement of the truth we would 
commend ourselves to every man’s conscience in the 
| Sight of God ‘2 Cor. 4:2,3 RSV). 





When Jesus said, '"Be as wise as serpents,'’ Frank I. took him 
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quite seriously. As a contemporary, "aware" gospel preacher, 
Frank has mastered all the manipulative techniques created by the 
demigogues of society. When he preaches or writes, Frank knows 
that what is important is not that he deals with the issues involved; 
after all, no one, especially in the church, really cares about 
issues, do they? Rather, what is crucial is that he creates an 
image, an impression of his opponents (be they brethren or not) as 
being "liberal" or "unsound" or perhaps simply "'stupid.'' He knows 
that most people do not really read their Bibles, listen to sermons 
or articles written about biblical topics. 


Consequently, Frank only goes through the motions of basing his 
presentations on biblical texts. When discussing opposing view- 
points, he has a subtle way of distorting the items he disagrees 
with so that no one ever has to make a decision between Frank's 
position and another. He simply makes the decision for them by 
slanting his presentation so that no one interested in being '’sound"' 
would dare contradict him. Simply put, Frank is the product of a 
generation of Christians who sleepwalk through their discipleship. 
In some ways, it is not his fault. As he grew up, he noted that the 
most successful (i.e., the ones with the most meetings) preachers 
were those who could prod their unsuspecting brethren into debates. 
Armed with prooftexts about how every apostle and even Jesus was 
a debator, Frank began very early to develop the kind of personality 
that could emulate these brotherhood figures. 


This meant trampling over brethren verbally at the slightest 
provocation. The fellow who would dare disagree with you must be 
dishonest and a conscious hypocrite interested only in a "following." 
The form in public debate was to deal lightly with the biblical 
precedents (after all, "we do have the truth, plain for all to see") 
and concentrate on the weakness of the opponent. One was to be a 
kind of "spiritual he-man" unafraid to insult even the most godly 
souls, while practicing a kind of holy humiliation on them. That's 
what "naving the truth” licensed. 


Frank's future is pretty well set. Probably a lectureship appear - 
ance or two. Maybe he'll author a tract that will be among the 
best-sellers, refuting some new heresy among us. And somediuy, 
he might write one of those "reminiscences" type books which 
chronicles his glorious achievements as a preacher. What will 
really be interesting, however, is to look at his harvest as a plain 
old down-to-earth Christian to who:n God had entrusted the word of 
life. Debates, oratory, "hard~hitting" articles indeed have a show 
of worldy -wisdom, but what about the disciples out there, the 
persons involved? Have they been built up in the Lord? Are they 
persuading men to follow Him alone? Has Frank won more to his 
side than the Lord's? The questions wili not down. LJ 


1109B Brackenridge Apts., Lake Austin Blvd., Austin, TX 78703 
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ARE WE READING THE SAME BIBLE? 


Susan Mullins 
Columbus, Indiana 


This article is being written by one with no credentials. I've not 
attended a Christian college. I've only three years ago met our 
Father. And to top it off, I'm female. I've got plenty of beams in 
my own eyes, so I'm hardly in a place where I should consider 
making the observations which follow. But ponder what I say, 
please. What follows is my own viewpoint, but I know I'm not alone. 
I think there's something wrong. 


Most people in the church are not living the lives of faith and joy 
that Jesus wanted for us. Sure, maybe we're not drinking our- 
selves drunk, cussing up a storm, or forsaking Sunday assembly . 
But is that all there is to "living as a Christian’'? 


We're starving. And most of us don't even realize it. 


In the Church of Christ, I've heard sermons that are biblically 
accurate. Some are pretty good. After a special event, having 
heard a renowned speaker flown in from across the country, I've 
been ready to go out and preach Jesus from the rooftops or street- 
corners. 


The majority of the regular Sunday-type sermons, while they may 
be accurate, leave me starving. 


The other night it really hit me. I was reading Matthew and lap- 
ping up the Sermon on the Mount. I thought to myself, "Why don't 
I ever hear Christian living explained as it’s put forth here?" 
Christ's words were full of the giving of self, serving others, de- 
pendance upon God and not on the things of this world, promises, 
love, and overflowing with joy! 


My basic point is this. When I compare the emphasis given to 
certain topics in the New Testament with the emphasis given 
through sermons, I can hardly believe we've read the same Bible! 
The sermons may be correct, but do they meet our needs? Are we 
fed and refreshed by them? The large majority of sermons I've 
heard are arguments to prove correct some point of doctrine. Now 
this certainly is important. But what good will a lot of unchanged 
lives be even if they can correctly determine doctrine ? 


Recently, I sat with about ten other people inan assembly. We'd 
all been baptized (at least physically) and the preacher knew it. 
Week after week he spoke to the same small crowd. There were no 
visitors today. Yet after his sermon, he invited any of us who 
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hadn't been immersed in water to step forward! It was if he_had to 
say that as part of the ritual! Either that or he was blind and we 
hadn't known it. I felt invisible. 

I've heard innumerable sermons on baptism. The Church of 
Christ stresses it, I've gathered, for that point differentiates us 
from the other groups who don't see its necessity for salvation. 
In only my three years of experience, I've heard so many on the 
topic I might begin to think it was the ONLY thing required for 
salvation! 

Generalities about faith and overcoming the world are threaded 
into sermons. But I've never heaid specifically what is involved. 
And yet, when I read the Bible the changed and new life is where 
all the joy is found. The excitement of "walking on troubled waters" 
is available and relevant in our lives today ! 

After services, some of us shake hands and gab. We catch up on 
what's new in each other's lives. We share the hassles we've had 
to go through during the week. And for the most part, we agree 
life is hard and we end by hoping things get better for each other. 
How many of us even mention God to each other, or is His name for 
the preacher's lips only? From the sound of it, one would never 
suess we're still not depending on the things in the world to make 
us happy! How many of us ever use this time to share the joy or 
scriptural growth of the week? 

Being only doctrinally correct does not save us. How grateful we 
are that we aren't Baptists or, even worse, Catholics! 

Rather, it seems from direct statements, the examples and the 
emphasis that the fruits of love will identify God's children (John 
13:35; Rom. 8:9; Rom. 8:16; Gal. 5:22). God is love and His whole 
purpose was to make us in His image! Christ's giving up of His 
own life for the sake of others is the supreme act of love! The 
commandment He gave us (John 15:12) spoke of love. In order to be 
His disciple, we must die to ourselves in the service of others, an 
act of love (Matt. 16:24)! Love for God must be expressed in love 
for other people, and this fulfills His original purpose. These are 
His children! 

Are we reading the same Bible? We're hungry. Hold our hand 
and help us take the risks and begin the adventure as children 
guided by our Father. Feed us. 


140-C Brunswick Drive, Columbus, Indiana 47201 


THE DEATH OF THE IDEAL 


W. Carl Ketcherside 


Herbert Hoover said once in Forbes Magazine, ‘Words without 
action are the assassins of idealism."’ All of us have known indivi- 
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duals who talked a great life, but who never rose above mediocrity. 
I personally knew a man who was always going to make an invest- 
ment which someday would make him rich. He recently died, 
almost a pauper. Three days before his decease from a heart 
attack he told me what he planned to do when his ship came in.- 
Poor fellow, he forgot that he had not sent it out yet. 


Congregations are like those who compose them. Many of them 
are made up of those who get together and talk about evangelism 
and reaching the whole world with the gospel. Most of them have 
not even talked to those in the same block about the good news of 
Jesus. There are places which worry incessantly about what will 
happen to the blacks of Africa, but who have never spent a minute 
worrying about those who live on the other side of the city. The 
church is generally the last place in the community where people 
can meet as equals in their sinful lives and in their need of the 
grace of God. 


The fact is that most sermons, regardless of how good, or how 
well-prepared, are only partially heard. And the part that is heard 
makes no difference. No one is aroused. No one gets up to start 
marching, It is like a speechless person trying to communicate 
with one who is deaf. In 1740, George Whitefield visited Jonathan 
Edwards in New England. The two men together preached a series 
of sermons which started arevival movement that became known as 
"The Great Awakening.'’ The sermon by Edwards which he titled 
"Sinners in the Hands of An Angry God, "’ caused his entire congre- 
gation to rise from their seats weeping and moaning. 


To murder idealism is a frightful thing indeed. It makes our 
aims appear worthless and our goals fruitless. It is like the fig 
tree upon which Jesus found "nothing but leaves.'' It is like the son 
in the parable who declared he would go work in the vineyard, but 
afterwards went not. We have heard enough discourses to save the 
whole world. We have been exhorted, encouraged, and urged to go 
forth. We have made scores of resolutions but have not carried 
them out. 


What is needed is someone who will do what God wants done if he 
has to doit alone. It is not essential to get everyone doing his duty 
before anyone starts doing it. I am thinking of a man who started 
by himself to visit homes in the vicinity of the congregation. Soon 
he had been to a hundred, Then he started in on the second hundred- 
It was not long until he was recognized by people in the community. 
Without any fanfare, without seeking recognition, he simply went 
from door to door, talking to people and sharing with them. He 
coupled his actions with his words and watered idealism with his 
performance. It can be done! 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 
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THE IMPUTATION OF PERFECT OBEDIENCE 


R, L. Kilpatrick 


Does God impute the perfect obedience of Christ to the sinner's 
account? This is a controversal point in some church circles and 
the subject of this essay. As far asI am able to understand there 
is no difference between saying that God {mputes the perfect obe- 
dtence: of Christ to the sinner's account and saying that God counts 
the sinner's faith as righteousness. At best we have only a distinct- 
ion without a difference. An editor printed an extract from Charles 
Finney's Systematic Theology in which I found it difficult to believe 
that Finney could take such a position, if I understand him right. 


After outlining several reasons why imputed righteousness makes 
no sense, to him, Finney concludes with this strange logic: 


But if Christ owed personal obedience to the moral law, 
then his obedience could no more than justify himself. It 
can never be imputed to us. He was bound for himself 
to love God with all his heart, and soul, and mind, and 
strength, and his neighbor as himself. He did no more 
than this. He could not do more. It was naturally impos- 
sible, then, for him to obey in our behalf. 


Strange logic though it be, it nevertheless represents the main— 
stream concept of imputed righteousness. 


Prior to the above paragraph, Finney argues correctly that Christ, 
like every person born under law, owed obedience to the moral law, 
But his conclusion was that Christ could only obey for himself, that 
he could only "love" in satisfaction of his own obligation to law and 
therefore could not obey law in lieu of man's obedience. 


What Finney overlooked here is that Christ was a "debtor" to law 
only and in the same sense in which Pau? said that Christians were 
debtors to the law of love, "Owe no man anything, except to love one 
another" (Rom. 13:8). We pay our debt to love, not because others 
have placed us in their debt, but because of our allegiance to the 
law of love under which we live. 


Christ was not a debtor to law in the way as one who had broken 
the law. The thing that is owed to law after law is broken is "life" 
itself! ''For the wages of sin is death" (Rom. 6:23). Sin is auto- 
matic forfeiture of life. For those who are redeemed, their lives 
belong to another. Someone else has bought up our option by paying 
our debt to sin and we now belong to him who bought us. Paul said, 
You are not your own; you were bought with a price’ (I Cor. 6:20). 
The Christian now has no claim on his life for it belongs to Christ. 
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But some will argue that this does not say anything about the 
obedience of Christ being imputed to sinners. Yes, it does. Itis 
only necessary from this point on to reason it out, Note: 


1. Perfect obedience is the only means by which the law may be 
satisfied; man sins; death is the payment for sin; and the sinner has 
forfeited his life because of sin. 


2. Christ owed no debt to law, but he paid man's debt. The law is 
satisfied to accept the perfect life of Christ as payment for man’s 
imperfect life, 


3. Through faith the sinner is accepted into the body of Christ to 
become a part of divine ''life."' God justifies the sinner on the 
"“egrounds" of Christ's perfect life into which the sinner now resides 
through faith. 


CONC LUSION: Since the imperfect sinner is now justified in the 
perfect body of Christ, and since perfect obedience is the only 
means of satisfying the law, then to stand JUSTIFIED is to stand 
before God OBEDIENT! Since man himself is ngt obedient, it can 
only mean that the perfect obedience of Christ is imputed to him, 
otherwise he could not stand justified. Our brethren should take 
care how they argue, lest they argue themselves right out of their 
reward. We have but two possible choices: We are either saved by 
our own personal righteousness, or we are saved by the righteous- 
ness of Christ. The choice is not difficult to make. 


SANCTIFICATION OBEDIENCE 


What we have said here has nothing whatever to do with obedience 
that is expected of us while living the sanctified life. One has noth- 
ing to do with the other, except that the total life of the Christian is 
lived in a state of justification. Certainly Christ did not impute his 
obedience to us in a way that would relieve us from having to obey 
while living as Christians. This is when Christian obedience really 
begins, for we are created FOR good works! But at the same time 
let us understand that we do not live under legal statutes, where one 
sin condemns to death. Christians cannot live perfect under law any 
more than the Jews of old. But the consequences are considerably 
different. Under Judaism and legalism one sin condemned one to 
death, but in the body of Christ there is no legalistic system of law 
whereby sin may be charged to one's account to make him account- 
able unto death. It is here that the obedience of Christ in fulfillment 
of the law's demand for perfection must be a continuing imputation 
upon those comprising his body- The Christian is never perfect. 
Therefore the perfect obedience of Christ must be imputed to the 
sinner perpetually. It must follow us right through to judzmert and 
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stand with us when we stand before God so that we might hear those 
blessed words, "Well done thy good and faithful servant." 


But among brethren there seems to be confusion as to the kind 
of “obedience” that is imputed to sinners. Those of us who use the 
term certainly have no reference to the obedience of faith, repent- 
ance, and baptism, nor of any kind of obedience in Christian living 
thereafter. The kind that is imputed to sinners has to do with those 
requirement imposed upon mankind by law and by which mankind 
fails to measure up—and can never measure up due to the "weak- 
ness of the flesh" (Rom. 8:3,4). "Christ did what the law could not 
do."" That is, the law could not make us perfect, but ''Christ did 
what the law couldn't do", which was to make us perfect. This says 
nothing more than that His obedience to law is imputed to man as 
his obedience to law; otherwise, how did he do what law couldn't do? 
God will not justify one who is not perfect, and since man cannot be 
perfect, yet being justified, it can only mean that the perfection of 
Christ is imputed to sinners. Therefore, the imputation of Christ's 
perfect obedience to the sinner's account (in lieu of his obligation to 
the requirement of perfect obedience) is essential for salvation. 


Let those who teach these things differently be slow to charge us 
with teaching a system of lawlessness. Nothing is farther from the 
truth. Brethren will understand these matters when they become 
willing to be taught by God's Spirit rather than by tradition. 


THE PARALLEL OF ROMANS 5 


One brother attempted to get around the force of Romans 5:12-21 
and imputed righteousness by saying that the righteousness intro- 
duced by Christ is parallel to the death introduced by Adam. Is 
this a true parallel ? Since the righteousness of Christ is to be 
accepted by an act of free will, then the death introduced by Adam 
may likewise be accepted by an act of free will! Will anyone agree 
to this? Therefore the parallel breaks down at the very start. 





The parallel set forth in Romans 5, which is type and antetype, 
is not difficult to grasp except for those who prefer to teach Paul 
instead of Paul teaching them. The rejection is mainly traditional 
because the scheme does not glorify the deeds of mankind in the 
plan of salvation. That which is set forth in contrast but in juxta- 
position in Romans 5 is the two heads of the two bodies—Adam the 
head of the body of humanity and Christ the head of the body of 
believers, the church—and that each body bears the same character 
as the head. Since the body of Christ bears the character of right- 
eousness, its parallel in the body of humanity is the character of 
SIN introduced by Adam and not his death. Death, quite naturally, 
is the parallel of "life."’ In Adam is death and in Christ is life. 
Since the body of Christ is constituted of those who simultaneously 
belong to the body of unrighteous Adam, and since the body of Christ 
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is characterized by righteousness, then the righteousness of Christ 
is conferred upon (imputed to) those who have taken up residence 
in his spiritual body. Righteousness is not a natural product of the 
earth. It is a product of heaven that comes down to earth and given 
freely to those who have faith in Christ. 


Carrying the parallel further, all who belong to the body of Adam 
bear the image of Adam, just like Seth was born in the image of his 
father rather than in the image of God (Gen. 5). Conversely, those 
born into the body of Christ are declared to be in the image of the 
head. Since some of those born into the Adamic body are perfectly 
innocent (infants, for example) in so far as having broken positive 
law, its parallel is that those born into the body of Christ are not 
righteous within themselves. When we consider that those who 
have citizenship in the body of Adam have simultaneous citizenship 
in the body of Christ, and when we consider that man is at the same 
time both saint and sinner, we must inquire as to what point did the 
change in man’s natural status take place? How and upon what 
principle did the sinner become saint (sanctified, set apart)? Is it 
even possible for one to be inwardly a sinner and inwardly a saint 
at the same time? No such possibility exists. Therefore righteous- 
ness is a declared state upon the sinner and not a description of his 
inner character. The bestowal of Christ's righteousness was not 
for the purpose of changing the inner Adamic nature, for the nature 
of Adam can never be changed. Inwardly the sinner will remain the 
sinner until the "corruptible puts on the incorruptible “The purpose 
of bestowing righteousness is to change man's standing before God. 
In the interim between corruptible and incorruptible, the sinner's 
"state" is a declared state, a pronouncement of justification which 
means that God regards him as one "not guilty.’' The announcement 
that man is righteous is not a statement of fact regarding the inner 
condition of the sinner but a statement of fact regarding his state. 
The change of "condition" is escatalogical, becoming a reality at 
the end of time. Meanwhile, you might say that his life is ina 
"holding pattern, *' awaiting the safe landing on the other side which 
is a guarantee backed up by the indwelling Spirit. 


Upon what principle can God do these things? How can God do 
this and still remain true to his Divine Nature ? 


He can do it on the principle of our identity with Christ and our 
ONENESS with his righteous body. We have been UNITED with him 
in a death like his and we have been resurrected in a resurrection 
like his. Now we are one body and one Spirit. The sinner's life is 
hidden in the body of Christ. We have lost our life in order that 
we might find it in Christ, for "it is not I that ves but Christ who 
lives in me."" The perfect life of Christ is seen by the Father and 
his atoning blood has blotted out (covered) the sinful lives of those 
who live within him. It is upon this "ground" that God can declare 
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the sinner righteous. What a scheme! Who but God could have 
devised it?-—the sharing of perfect life with the imperfect, the 
merging of all into one and under one head. Yes, most assuredly 
the perfect obedience of Christ is attributed to the sinner's account. 
All this the sinner can claim, but not as coming from himself, but 
from God and given as a free and undeserved gift, the gift of right- 
eousness. 


ALIEN RIGHTEQUSNESS 

The righteousness which we have in Christ is, as Luther said, a 
“foreign righteousness”. It did not originate upon the earth, nor 
in man, but comes from outside of ourselves, from heaven It is 
something that comes down from the Father of Lights and given as 
an unearned gift. Since the gift is unearned, then it cannot come 
from within ourselves Anything that can originate from within can 
be said to be earned. Therefore this righteousness is not internal. 
It has been earned by someone else who resides in heaven and is 
given as a gift of God's grace. Such is the scheme of redemption. 

Now let's turn our attention to the opposite side of the parallel 
that is drawn by Paul in Romans 5. What is true in one body has 
its true counterpart in the other, but in an opposing sense. That is, 
there is a principle that works for the good of mankind in the body 
of Christ that works for ill in the body of Adam. 

All who are born into the body of humanity, the body of Adam, 
share his character of unrighteousness, even though there are 
some, the innocent, who have broken no positive law to justify such 
a standing. This has to mean that the standing of unrighteousness 
is not based upon what a person does, but what has been done by the 
head, the representative of the body. The one act of obedience by 
Christ is the act that is imputed to the whole body. The one act of 
disobedience by Adam is the act that is attributed to the whole body 
of Adam. Therefore, it is not what the body does or has done, but 
what has been done by our representative. The solidarity of the 
body members with the head is firm and undeniable. The character 
of the head is the character of the body. The head of the body of 
humanity being sinful has brought a sinful condition to the whole 
body. Sin therefore is an imputed status upon the whole race of 
humanity and this parallel is undeniable. What Paul outlines in 
Romans 5 is to be understood universally, not individually. He 
deals with two universal bodies and not with individual saints or 
sinners The status of unrighteousness in Adam is a racial status. 
God has consigned all things to sin, and all are under the power of 
sin. This is not Calvinism, but Paulism, and he who rejects what 
is obviously taught in Romans does to the same extent of his reject- 
ion reject understanding. These truths are far more important than 
traditionalism or any kind of ism, and it's time we became more 
concerned with truth than with a system of orthodoxy that refuses 
to yield in the face of obvious truth, @ 
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EDITORIAL - from page 2 





Just how serious can we take those who claim to be "sound" and 
"faithful" who demonstrate their lack of faith in such ungodly ways? 
Can one really believe what the Bible says about lying and then turn 
around and deliberately do what God hates? Brethren this kind of 
journalism is inexcuseable. 


There exists within our brotherhood an element of extremely 
vicious men who will stop at nothing to gain their objective. Bro. 
Olan Hicks had an article in the August issue on "Attitudes" in which 
he mentioned this type of brethren. Bro. Hicks travels over the 
country conducting seminars on Divorce and Remarriage and these 
Inquisitors hound him constantly. Incidentally, the editor of Words 
of Truth, along with Wayne Jackson, editor of the ‘'Courier", a 
California publication, has dogged the footsteps of John Clayton for 
several years trying to pin the label of ''false teacher" on this dedi- 
cated servant of the Lord, and now they are trying the same thing 
on Olan Hicks. In his last newsletter, bro. Hicks tells of his en- 
counter with these brethren, The boldness and the power assumed 
by these men is truly astounding! Bro. Hicks says (partial report): 


On the way northward we stopped at Visalia, where the 
Warrenite brethren have succeeded in completely splitting 
the church, by unwarranted pushing of their views and a 
determination to force them upon the membership. The 
larger group finally pulled away from them to form a con- 
gregation practicing pure Christianity, along with the land 
of spirit Christians ought to have. The elders, along with 
the preacher, and some of the deacons and wives, came 
to the building and viewed my first slide set. They ex- 
pressed appreciation for the study and agreement with its 
message. 


We then returned to California for the series at Sebastopol. 
Here we encountered some opposition "agents" and some 
very nasty attitudes, Wayne Jackson wrote the elders be- 
fore the meeting and practically ordered them to cancel 
my series. Brother Ferguson of Bay Area School of 
Preaching did also and demanded "equal time”. It is 
ironic indeed that when we do get an audience somewhere, 
they begin to cry "EQUAL TIME!" I suggested that when 
they start giving us equal time on their programs, we will 
be glad to do the same. We had the meeting and on Mon- 
day night about a dozen of those men came and created 
about the ugliest scene I have ever witnessed in a church 
building. In the second session of the evening, after a 
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break, Hugh Narried took the floor, contrary to express 
orders from the elders, and demanded the right to reada 
letter indicting me, which (those preachers) had signed. 
He refused to sit down at the requestof the elder in charge 
and continued to DEMAND the right to read the letter. He 
was "amened"' by Jackson, Darrel Perry and others, al- 
though by this time I think some of his own party were a 
bit sick of his behavior. Brother Narried stated that as an 
evangelist, he had authority to go into any church building 
in the country and Overrule the elders in their choice of a 
teaching program. But this elder was firm, persistent, 
and capable, and finally order was restored and the ques- 
tion and answer period resumed. Several people had al- 
ready left, who told us later that they wanted to show their 
agreement with what I had said and their disapproval of 
brother Narried's conduct. The next 3 nights those men 
did not come and it was peaceful and much good was event- 
ually accomplished. 


For those who think we've only been crying 'Wolf!",, this should 
prove to the contrary. Did you get that part about the "authority" of 
Preachers! ? 


If there's anything even closely associated with Christianity in all 
this, it is more than I can detect through studying the scriptures. 


"MARKED" IN INDIANA 


A preacher in Hammond, Indiana attended a Baptist Pastor's 
School to learn better ways and means of preaching the gospel. He 
explained that he didn't go there to learn "doctrine" but to pick up 
a few pointers on how to be more effective in spreading the gospe- 
since the Baptists seem so good at it. Nevertheless, he was 
"marked" by the Heretic Detector because he went there to "learn” 
instead of to ''teach” (whoever heard of a Church of Christ preach- 
er “learning” from a Baptist!?). The scripture called upon to 
mark this preacher was Romans 16:17,18, ''Now I beseech you 
brethren, mark them which cause divisions and offenses contrary 
to the doctrine, which you have learned; and avoid them. For they 
that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly; 
and by good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the 
simple.'' Does this really describe this preacher who obviously 
loves the Lord and loves preaching? Is he SERVING HIS BELLY 
because he wants to get the most out of his preaching? 


What would be the difference between attending a school taught by 
denominationalists and studying from commentaries written by 
denominational scholars? ~Clarke, Barnes, Johnson, Young, to 
name afew. Whatever happened to gond old-fashioned hypocrisy ? 
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Just how brethren can approve of this kind of mischief is beyond 
my understanding; but they do.... and they keep those cards and 
letters (and contributions} coming so that this destructive and un- 
christian practice can continue. And it is no easier to understand 
how that influential brethren can sit back quietly and watch this 
kind of spiritual piracy continue without raising a protest. We have 
always frowned upon those spiritual quacks who prey upon the ig= 
norance of the people, who line their pockets with those "get-well- 
quick"’ schemes, and we should be just as quick to furrow our brow 
at those who prey upon the legalistic fears of our people with scary 
tales of "liberalism taking over the church."’ Yes, there are those 
among us who make their living exploiting those fears, and God 
help us if we give assent by our silence. This business of marking 
a brother over a matter of opinion is sinful, It is a destructive 
practice that does more harm to the church than all the atheists 
and agnostics and immoral politicians put together! How long will 
the brethren stand for it? 


Am I bitter about all this? You'd better believe I am! That's 
my BROTHER up there in Indiana! He is achildof my FATHER, 
and I care about what happens to him. He needs to HINOW I care. 
What he doesn't need is the stigma and discouragement that comes 
by being marked" by unscrupulous brethren. This alone is suf— 
ficient in most cases to cause a preacher to look for another line 
of work. What we need is more preachers who care enough about 
preaching to attend a Baptist Pastor's School in order to learn 
better methods of doing it. 





THE RE-TURN OF DAN ROGERS 


Last year we carried an article by Dan Rogers who had become 
disillusioned with the legalistic philosophy held by many of those in 
the non-cooperative churches. We were later disappointed when we 
heard that he had returned to that factious element of the church. 
I had always believed that it would be next to impossible for one to 
come out of spiritual darkness and then to return to that darkness. 
It seemed that bro. Rogers was an exception to the rule; that is, 
until we received the following article from him. In his private 
letter he said, "But thankfully, having tasted of the freedom which 
is in Christ Jesus, I was not content to remain in the small legalis- 
tic world... So, I have kicked the partisan traces once again, and 
this time I am confident that it is for good."" Bro. Rogers admits 
that he has gone through a period of "wavering", but we are very 
much impressed with his determination to follow the dictates of his 
conscience. He at least has the concern to change with his convic~ 
tions, of which there are many who do not. He knows the risks 
involved, that he will be "classed amonz the {as one brother de- 
scribes us) 'birds of a feather'.'' But he says, "I shall be in the 
company of some mighty good 'birds'."’ Pray for him. 
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| NEITHER CONSERVATIVE, LIBERAL, OR MODERATE | 


——_—$—_—<_——<— Ss 





Dan Rogers 


The telephone in my office rang, interrupting me as I was deeply 
involved in a study of the lesson that I was to present in just a few 
short hours. "Hello. This is the Church of Christ, Dan Rogers 
speaking,"’ I answered. The voice at the other end of the line re- 
sponded by asking, ‘What kind of Church of Christ are you?" The 
caller's abrupt question caught me by surprise. All I could manage 
by way of reply was, "What do you mean?" "Oh, you know," the 
voice said, ''Are you a conservative or liberal Church of Christ ?"' 


At this point, it dawned upon me what the caller was trying to 
find out. In essence he was asking me what "party" the congrega- 
tion was aligned with. You see, the body of Christ is today divided 
up into a number of warring factions, with many of those factions 
wearing the name, "Church of Christ." As such, it makes it rather 
difficult for a stranger passing through any given area to determine 
which Church of Christ listed in the telephone book is the “true 
church." 


What do I mean by this term "true church"? Well, it is really 
quite a relative term, with its meaning depending upon who is using 
it. To the one-cup brother the true church is the one-cup Church 
of Christ. Being the true church, it is "conservative," while all 
those congregations using multiple cups are "liberai.'’ On the other 
hand, to the non -instrument brother the true church is the non- 
instrument Church of Christ. As such, it is ''conservative,"' while 
those congregations using instrumental music are "liberal."" Again 
to the anti-cooperation brother the true church consists of those 
Churches of Christ which stand opposed to "institutionalism ." 
Therefore, they are "conservative, '' while those congregations who 
uphold institutionalism are liberal . 


Thus realizing what it was that the caller was trying to find out, 
although not knowing what specific kind of conservative type church 
he was looking for, I replied by pointing out that I did not find the 
terms conservative and liberal used in the Bible in regard to the 
body of Christ in the way the caller was using them. I then pointed 
out that the brethren with whom I labored considered themselves to 
be neither conservative, liberal, nor moderate. We were just 
Christians only, but not the only Christians. We recognized that 
we had many brethren, some who wore the name "Church of Christ", 
and some who did not, with whom we had differences of opinion 
over how certain aspects of the scriptures should be interpreted. 
Yet, the fact remained that they were our brethren. So therefore, 
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we would accept them as brethren, making every effort to strive for 
peace and mutual edification with them, and we would not pass 
jadgment upon them because of our differences of opinion (Rom. 15: 
7; 14:19; 14:13). I then told the caller that although it might well be 
that he would find that he differed in opinion with the congregation, 
we would gladly welcome him, not for disputes over opinions (Rom. 
14:1), but that we might join in together as brethren in fellowship 
and worship. 


At this point, there was a gasp from the other end of the line and 
then a long silence. Finally, the caller mumbled something to the 
effect that he would not be caught dead fellowshipping and worshipp- 
ing with a bunch of "liberals ,’"" Then he hung up, 


As I put down the receiver, I could not help but pray, ‘Oh Lord, 
please hasten the day when there will be no factious parties within 
the body of Christ! Please hasten the day when the terms "'conser- 
vative,"' "liberal,'’ and "moderate" can all be relegated to the garb- 
age heap, and once again we can all simply be known as Christians, 
fellowshipping and worshipping with one another in spite of our 
differences of opinion!’' 


Box 70, Eldorado, Oklahoma 73535 
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EDITORIAL 


“VOTING”- 4 la Christian 


According to a national poll taken by Lance Torrence in the sum~- 
mer of 1979, one-third of the nation's eligible voters do NOT vote! 
But here's the part that's startling. The poll showed that this one- 
third element of eligible voters attend church three times a week! 


Why is this so shocking? Because herein lies the power to change 
the nation, and it is possessed by Christians via the ballot box. 
This segment of our society could rid the country of crime, drug 
abuse, corruption, abortion, immorality, or any other moral evil 
simply by using the influence of the vote. Who is it that wring their 
hands and complain the most about the drift our country is headed? 
You guessed it, Christians! Who is it that fails to cast the vote 
that could change it? Right again, church-goers! 


Thank God we have the Baptists around to take care of our "un- 
scriptural'’ work. There is now an organization headed mainly by 
Baptists, called the Moral Majority, whose object is to persuade 
these eligible voters to get out and vote. A Detroit newspaper 
editorial said, "Conservative evangelistic Christians have emerged 
this year as a major political force. Led by television preachers 
like the Rev. Jerry Falwell and organizations like the Moral Ma- 
jority, they are planning to '... mobilize millions of...voters’ in 
support of candidates who share their beliefs.'' This new political 
force has been tabbed "'The Christian Right." 


According to an article in the Moral Majority Report, the reason 
for this new political movement stems from radical politicians 
taking radical positions on moral issues which are driving Christ- 
ians into the political arena in self-defense. The MM group has 
been charged with attempting to wed church and state, that the 
church is interferring with the political process. Thisis not the 
case at all. The MM does not masquerade as the church. They 
have their own non-profit organization and are in no way affiliated 
with the church body. It's organization members are from all 
denominations whose simple objective is to influence eligible voters 
to exercise their God-given, constitutionally guaranteed right to 
determine the course of the country via the ballot box, It is true 
that they are using the influence of their church "positions" to 
persuade Christians to vote, and why shouldn't they? There is 
certainly nothing wrong in Christians voting, nor in influencing 


: (turn to page 19) 
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CONCERNING ELDERS (Series) - PART 3 


“BISHOPS” 
Jack R. Hackworth 


Acts 20:17-28 is the record of Paul's sending to Ephesus and 
requesting the elderly men (presbuteroi) of the church to meet him 
in Miletus. There is nothing in the account which indicates that any 
of the number were hindered from attending the meeting by illness, 
employment, indifference or other causes. Neither is there any— 
thing which indicates the number which made the meeting, whether 
it was two, a half-dozen, twenty, fifty or more. However we are 
led to believe that a representative number were present. In verse 
twenty eight it is recorded that Paul told them that the Holy Spirit 
made them bishops among God's ecclesia (God's called out people), 
The Holy Spirit had not made them older men (presbuteroi); by the 
grace of God they had lived long enough and grown and developed 
into older men. In some way the Holy Spirit made the older men 
bishops. ‘The words bishop and presbuteros do not mean the same 
thing. Paul did not say, neither did Luke record that the Holy 
Spirit had made the bishops old men (presbuteroi), Surely you 
recognize a difference between making bishops of older men and 
making older men of bishops. Luke introduces to us a class of 
people he identifies as older men (presbuteroi) and states that Paul 
told these older men that the Holy Spirit had made them bishops. 
The context here does not demand any consideration of the meaning 
of presbuteroi other than the primary, etymological, literal mean- 
ing, older men." 


As to the meaning of the word bishop: 

1) Webster: over plus inspector - to look to. 

2) Vines: over - to look or watch. 

3) Young: overseer, superintend. 

4) Strong: to go see, look out, visit, inspect for relief. 


5) Thayer: "an overseer, a man charged with the duty of seeing 
that things to be done by others are done rightly, any curator, 
guardian, or superintendent... guardian of souls, one who watches 
over their welfare:... Superintendent, head or overseer of any 
Christian church.” 


It is evident in the above that the lexicographers, especially Mr, 
Thayer, is trying to give us an explanation of his idea of whata 
bishop is rather than giving a simple definition or meaning of the 
word. From all the above, however, we can glean that etymolozi- 
cally there is in the word the idea of "look", "watch", "see", 
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visit’. We must remain aware that the only "head" of the Lord's 
ecclesia (church) is the Lord himself. A plumber is one who does 
the work of a plumber, or does plumbing. Many such illustrations 
could be used. Likewise a bishop is one who does the work of a 
bishop. The word bishop is a functional word, it describes a work, 
and the Greek for such is found in Acts 1:20 and 1 Tim. 3:1 where it 
is described as ''a good work". The word is bishopric, and is de- 
fined: to look upon, inspect, oversee, look after, care for, and 
inspection, visitation. A bishop among God's ecclesia, therefore, 
is one who looks upon, inspects, oversees, looks after, cares for, 
and visits among the called out people of God. The New Testament 
uses the terms: take care of (1 Tim. 3:5), tend, feed, being ex= 
amples, take heed to (1 Pet. 5:1-5 & Acts 20:28). The word over- 
seer has a connotation in today's usage which is not in the thought 
of bishop; that is, an overseer is a boss or foreman. Etymologi- 
cally there is no difference between oversee, look over, watch over, 
look out, go see, visit, and etc. An example is a model, guide, pat- 
tern, necessarily one who goes before for others to follow, there- 
fore a leader. 


I think that it is worthy of note that the New Testament is silent 
about "the elders are to oversee the work of the church"; which 
statement we have heard and read many times. The older men, as 
bishops, are to look over, tend, feed, visit, take care of, be an 
example to God's ecclesia (called out people). Ecclesia is called 
out people; it is not organization. Surely any normally intelligent 
person can discern the difference between looking after people, and 
“overseeing'’ work to which an ecclesiastical organization called 
"church" has, through its board of official ecclesiastics committed 
itseH. 


We have studied the literal, primary and etymological meaning of 
the words presbuteros, appoint, and bishop as given by several lexi- 
cographers and as recognized by various scholarly and respected 
brethren of this and past generations. Let us keep these in mind 
and apply them, The word presbuteros is descriptive of age. The 
word bishop is functional and describes a work, The lexicographers 
state that certain rulers among both Jews and Gentiles were re- 
ferred to by the term presbuteros because of their age and maturity, 
and some add dignity, and that the same rulers were referred to by 
the term bishop because of their work. The terms were applicable 
to the same man, but they did not refer to the same thing about the 
man. We could illustrate this by many examples. I have referred 
to a man who was an attorney and a judge; both terms correctly 
apply to the man, but not to the same thing about the man. Abraham 
was a father and a husband, but these terms do not mean the same 
thing, and they refer to different relations. He was a husband in 
relation to three women, and a father in relation to eight boys. 
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Jesus is both King and High Priest, but we know these words do not 
mean the same thing. 


HOW DOES THE HOLY SPIRIT MAKE BBHOPS? 


We have already recognized that the word "made" in Acts 20:28 
means appointed. The Holy Spirit appointed the older men bishops. 
The Holy Spirit did not appoint the bishops to be older men. There 
is not anything remotely like the Holy Spirit making older men in 
the Bible, but there is the statement that the Holy Spirit made 
(appointed) the older men (to the work of) bishops. Let us recognize 
that the Holy Spirit had the ability to say, and did say what He in- 
tended to say. When he meant bishop, he said bishop, and when he 
meant older men he said presbuteroi. We know of no way the Holy 
Spirit works with men other than through teaching, and such is 
generally recognized and affirmed by our brethren. Before "the 
law of the Spirit'' was documented, the Holy Spirit taught through 
certain inspired men who "spoke as he gave them utterance”, to~- 
gether with certain others who were associated with these, such as 
Barnabas, Luke, Timothy, Titus. We shall discuss this further 
under the caption of Christian Authority. 


In Ephesus the Holy Spirit had made the older men bishops by 
appointing, setting, placing them through His teaching as done, 
most likely, through Paul, that they had the responsibility of doing 
the work described by the word bishop, In Asia Minor we have the 
same thing (Acts 14:23), Whatever was done in the appointment it 
was done by Paul and Barnabas; however it was the Holy Spirit 
working, teaching through them who was basically responsible, and 
from the meaning of the words presbuteroi, appoint and bishop 
which we have studied we simply have the Holy Spirit through Paul 
and Barnabas appointing, setting, placing the older men in their 
particular work by teaching them what that work is, the work de- 
scribed by the word bishop. The very same situation is presented in 
Crete with Titus, an associate of Paul's, and working in direct in- 
struction from Paul he was to place, set the seniors, older men in 
their special work, and that work is indicated in Titus 1:7 as that of 
bishops. Again the Holy Spirit through Paul and Titus appointed, 
set, placed the older men in the work of bishops by teaching them 
such was their responsibility, given, not by men, but by the Holy 
Spirit. Today the same Holy Spirit, through the same inspired men, 
in the written word makes the elderly men bishops; he appoints 
them, places and sets them in that special work through the in- 
struction found in the written word (1 Peter 5:1-5), 


Quoting Brother E.G. Sewell again, Gospel Advocate, 1872, p. 
871, ''But since the New Testament has been completed, it serves 
to Christians now, what direct inspiration did in the days of mira- 
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cles.” In the days of miracles the Holy Spirit through inspired men 
made the older men bishops. Today the same Holy Spirit through 
the New Testament makes bishops of the older men. An older man 
learns the instruction as per 1 Peter 5:1-5. Thus he is taught by 
the Holy Spirit through the inspired Peter, and by this instruction 
is appointed, placed, set in the work of visitation, looking over, 
tending, careing for, being an example to God's called out people. 
It is the same law of the Spirit, the same word of God, by the same 
inspired men, and it accomplishes the same things, has the same 
power in written form that it had and accomplished when spoken by 
the inspired men. Who will affirm otherwise? (to be continued) 


2100 Lusk Street, Guntersville, Alabama 35976 





PAUL, THE JEW 


Bob Barnes 


"",,.In Cenchrea he had his hair cut, for he was keeping a vow," 
(Acts 18:18) 


Reaction to this verse might range from "skip it and go on” to 
"what is an Apostle of Jesus Christ and a good minister in the 
church of Christ doing keeping a Nazarite vow?'' Some think that 
Paul made a mistake in keeping the Jewish law concerning Nazari- 
tes. The contention of this writer is that Paul made no error but 
was true to his heritage in keeping this vow. It is further contended 
that Paul was correct in doing so. 


A strong dispensational mind-set will have real difficulties with 
this. The posture of most of the Restoration Movement has been 
that God dealt legally with His people in three different dispensa- 
tions— Patriarchal, Mosaic, and Christian. The stand is that there 
was an unwritten law in the Patriarchal age and a written law in the 
Mosaic age displaced by a second written law in the Christian dis- 
pensation. According to this view, man is justified by keeping 
whatever law under which he finds himself (Rom. 3:20 notwithstand- 
ing). This mind-set has to explain away Acts 18:18; 21:24 and all the 
references to Paul's attending the Synagogues. ‘You see," this 
mind-set says, “you cannot be loyal to two laws at the same time 
and still be loyal to God."’ The assumption on which this is based 
is that man is at-one with God by and through law-keeping. This is 
an assumption in opposition to Romans 3:20 and Galatians 2:16, as 
well as many other passages. 
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Paul was a Jewish law-keeper while a minister in the church of 
Christ. Yes, even as a minister in the church of Christ Paul kept 
the law of Moses! Acts 18:18, already cited, is a case in point. If 
this was the only such instance in the New Testament then we could 
say that Paul might have made a mistake. But, this is not the only 
one, A-ts 21 has a very interesting account of Paul coming before 
James and all the elders at Jerusalem. Paul told of God's working 
through his ministry.among the Gentiles (vs. 19). When this was 
heard they glorified God (vs. 20). Paul was told that there were 
thousands among the Jews who believed—all of them zealous for the 
law (vs. 20). The elders were quite concerned about false reports 
that Paul had encouraged "Jews who were among Gentiles to forsake 
Moses, telling them not to circumcise their children nor to walk 
according to the customs" (vs. 21). If the law of Moses was not 
still for the Jews in Christ why would the elders be so eager to 
label this as a false report (vs. 21)? Paul was informed that when 
the believing Jews heard about his coming to Jerusalem there would 
be trouble (vs. 22). The elders had a plan! They had four men 
(brethren, if you please) who were under a vow (vs. 23; see Num. 
6:2,5,9, 19). Paul was encouraged to purify himself, along with the 
four brethren, and help them fulfill their vow. This was to be done 
so that all would know that there was nothing to the things which 
they heard about Paul. It was to demonstrate that he walked order- 
ly, "keeping the law" (vs. 24), I Paul went along with this, know- 
ing the law of Moses was dead, he was more inconsistent than some 
politicians, Paul did become "all things to all men" but he was a 
yo-yo to none! 


Romans 7:1-4 is a passage often referred to as showing that one 
is guilty of spiritual adultery by keeping the law of Moses and the 
law of Christ at the same time. One man in this account is "the 
law" and the other is Christ. The woman's dilemma is that she is 
married to the "law which is austere and unforgiving. She sees 
Christ who is kind, loving and forgiving. If she could just be free 
from "law", as far as justification is concerned, and marry Christ 
her life would be wonderful. But she cannot be married to two at 
the same time without being guilty of adultery. The "law" could not 
die and Christ is eternal, so how can she be liberated from this 
dilemma? She died! and was raised again to be united with Christ. 
Nowhere in Romans 7 is it said that the law died to correct her 
situation. She had to die (Rom. 7:4). 


Paul had written Romans 7 by the time of Acts 20, The proposi- 
tion to aid and abet four brethren in keeping the law of Moses was 
made in Acts 21—after Romans 7 was written! Paul hada perfect 
chance to cry out in protest, ''Not so! The law is dead and it is 
spiritual adultery to obey Moses and Christ at the same time!" If 
that is the teaching of Romans 7, and Paul went along with it, then 


127 7 





he violated his conscience and, worse still, the will of God. Is it 
time for the Restoration Movement to re-evaluate its teaching here 
to restore the ancient order of things regarding its teachings on 
law? Paul went along with the advice of the elders because he was 
a Jew, as well as they, and it was right for him to obey the law— 
but not for justification. 

Wherever Paul went he looked up the Jews on Saturday. Time 
and again we find him in the synagogue. He was their brother, a 
Jew. Their custom was to invite the man from out of town to speak. 
Paul talked to them of justification in Christ. This usually got him 
into trouble because most of the Jews rejected Jesus as the Christ. 
Our custom has been (in a Christian dispensation sense ) to explain 
away Paul's presence at the synagogue. ''He went there," it is said, 
“because he had a ready-made audience, not because he still fol- 
lowed the Jewish customs." Paul did go there because he was a 
Jew who followed their customs. He never looked on these acts as 
his justification, His justification was in Christ. 


What about Gentiles? Gentiles remained Gentiles except they 
were to "abstain from meat sacrificed to idols and from blood and 
from what is strangled and from fornication (Acts 21:25; see also 
Acts 15:20). It is no coincidence that this verse finds itself in the 
middle of the eider's trying to appease the minds of believing Jews, 
that Paul still kept the law. The implication is that Gentiles did not 
need to keep the law of Moses for justification or any other reason 
Why ? Because they were not Jews. The law of Moses was not a 
part of their culture. The restrictions placed on them were all 
strictures against idolatry. They were to follow the one God; but, 
otherwise they were to continue on as Gentiles. Being Gentiles did 
not justify them. They were justified because they were in Christ 
(Gal. 3:28). Gentiles were never a part of the Jewish common- 
wealth (except in a very limited sense as proselytes). Why, then, 
would anyone press to do away with the law of Moses to keep people 
were were never a part of that law from committing spiritual 
adultery ? Gentiles should walk orderly, keeping whatever laws are 
imposed on them. This is not for justification—justification is a 
free gift in Christ (Eph. 2:8, 9), In Christ, Jew and Greek, bond 
and free, and male and female are all one. Women certainly do not 
cease to be women, men do not cease to be men and Jews do not 
cease to be Jews. 

Paul lived and died a Jew keeping the law. He never saw the law 
as destroyed by the death of Christ. Neither did Christ (Mat. 5:17), 
Walking according to the law we find ourselves under is to the glory 
of God (Mat. 5:16, 17; Eph. 2:10). Paul's background, his heritage, 
his culture was Jewish. He knew he was not justified because he 
was a Jew (or a man, as opposed to woman); his justification was in 
Christ, as is ours. 


7720 S.E. 104th Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97266 
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"The Plains of Ono” 
and Other Compromises 


eee eee 


a 


Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


Out of the past decade of controversy regarding grace, works, 
and fellowship among "conservatives,'' there are a few haunting 
lines from the “brotherhood press" I've never forgotten. In the fall 
of 1973, Truth Magazine was just stepping up its exposé of Edward 
Fudge—then of the Gospel Guardian and C,E.I. Publishing—for his 
views on how men are saved and how they ought to behave them- 
selves in this state. The chief prosecutor then was Ron Halbrook 
who, in a series of articles, was attempting to piece together 
Edward's doctrinal and philosophical stance and to offer a rebuttal. 
In one issue (which I must quote from memory since I do not have 
the volume before me), Ron's characteristically potent rhetorical 
prowess led him to explain Edward's fellowship views in this way: 
his position does not "encovrage'' compromise; it is a compromise 
Quite a salvo. And, without closer scrutiny, seemingly unanswer~ 
able—a stunning repartee. 


If one's position or approach is inherently corrupt, then nothing 
that follows from it can be untainted: the whole system breaks down 
Ron's argument, simply put, was that Edward and his "followers" 
(whoever they may have been) could not see where "their" position 
led because the position itself consisted of a compromise that would 
lead further and further into falsehood and error. It does no good, 
Ron and cohorts would finally lecture Truth Magazine readers, to 
debate details and consequences with these folk because ultimately 
the compromise is made at the beginning. Therefore, the argument 
went, don't let "them" sneak these uncontested premises by you 
because they contain all the other conclusions "they" want to 
promote. 


Good forensic strategy, I say. But, as Adam and Eve found out, 
the devil has "good reasons" too. The problem with this elegant 
logic is its direction. The form, the argument, the rhetoric, if 
you will, are all fine-—we just need to hold up the mirror to it, to 
flash it back into the consciences of Ron and others who have at- 
tempted to use it. Its real application and force as an argument is 
found in emploving it against those who have created a works- 
system and called it "the gospel.’’ Herein is found the real "'com- 
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promise.'' What has happened—as brethren, including Edward, have 
been explaining for the past decade-is that many Churches of Christ 
have unwittingly adopted an agenda which by its very nature ex- 
cludes the operation of grace and reduces it to mere lawkeeping, 
The consequences of such an approach to discipleship are easily 
observed about us: divisiveness, exclusivism, partyism, doubt, 
despair—for some, a loss of faith altogether. 


My own futile attempts of the past three years to demonstrate the 
fact of my "conservative" brethren’s compromise on grace have 
impressed upon me with great solemnity just what is at stake. 
These brethren, however well-meaning they may be, are leading a 
generation of believers into a quicksand of legalistic thinkang which 
summarily dries up faith and turns local churches into hotels of 
"guest Christians" weary of well-doing. But they cannot see that, 
cannot recognize the initial compromise which leads them into their 
degenerate forms of Christianity The Bible becomes debate fodder. 
The New Covenant is read either as an encyclopedic question-and- 
answer column or a collection of law briefs. 'Restoration'' means 
only the reinstitution of certain structures (plurality of elders, five 
acts of worship, attendance and contribution sacraments"). Dis- 
cipleship is conceived as a life of the mind, lived out in abstract 
"doctrinal" terms apart from New Testament vitality and true 
human fellowship. 


"The Plains of Ono" became, for the Truth Magazine crowd, a 
frequent metaphor for the compromise they envisioned in the so- 
called "grace-unity movement." But if Nehemiah had looked down 
the valley with a spyglass, he would have seen as many "'conserva- 
tives" at Ono as “unity'' folks. Indeed, the Truth Magazine - led 
excavators have surveyed the territory and begun deeding lots. 
"Arguments" as such cannot penetrate the barricades they have 
erected around themselves. They don't have ‘ears to hear."' ‘In 
and out of grace," they have forged a perilous compromise that 
colors everything they preach or write. There remains yet the 
hope that, like others before them, they will come to the_end of 
themselves, recognizing the futility of "a righteousness of their 
own", and turning to the matchless grace found in Jesus, the un~ 
blemished Lamb of Calvary, 


1109-B, Brackenridge Apts. , Austin, Texas '78'703 





BOUND VOLUMES 


For those who are interested we now have VOL. VI (May 1978 - 
April 1979) and VOL. VII (May 1979 - April 1980) in bound volumes. 
Price per volume is $5, which includes postage. Write to our 
ENSIGN address. 
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LETTER 
from Buff Scott, Jr. 


Does God care how orphans are taken care of? Does he care how 
the good news is proclaimed? Does he care about cooperative 
efforts, as long as these efforts get results? Is God really inter- 
ested in RESULTS, not procedures? 

These are the questions you raised and from which you have 
opened yourself up for a great deal of opposition. Like yourself, I 
do not believe the new covenant documents were meantto be a 
legalistic standard with which to clobber each other over the head. 
However, I do believe they should serve as guidelines, letters of 
love, and documents of direction. I have long been of the conviction 
that God's new community is his instrument by which the world is 
notified of his grace and salvation. The primitive community 
spread the good news without difficulty and without "cooperative 
efforts'’ that degrade God's wisdom and inflate man's wisdom. 
When local congregations function as they ought, divine efforts are 
being employed. But when extra organizations are set up and re- 
lied upon to scatter God's message to the masses, human efforts 
are employed. So {I think the question that should be considered is: 
In transmitting God's grace and salvation to the world, are we to 
engage human wisdom and human efforts or are we to engage divine 
wisdom and divine efforts? 

I am firmly convinced that extra organizations, whether theo- 
logical institutions or missionary societies, suck the credit and 
glory from God's arrangements and place them squarely in the 
field of human arrangements. We do not need sophisticated equip 
ment developed by human wisdom to declare the good news. 


1003 Pilot Avenue, Cherokee, Iowa 51012 
EDITOR'S REPLY 


Much of what bro. Scott says is stated in generalities in whichI 
can find very little to disagree with. It should be noted that when I 
ask if God cares how we proclaim the good news, orphan's home, 
etc , it was conditioned upon 'IF IT GETS RESULTS." In other 
words, is God interested in methods or in overall objectives? I 
realize that this subject has been hashed, bashed, and abashed by 
the ''anti's’’ for many years, but I notice that after all is said and 
done, the Bible hasn‘t changed one iota. The scriptures have never 
been specific on these matters and all the debating and chart making 
in existence can't make it support something that God never intend- 
ed. When brethren speak where God has not spoken, and when they 
make their utterances into law and set them forth as "conditions" 
of salvation, then they have become lawyers for God and therefore 
anti-scriptural. 
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Iam not suggesting that bro. Scott is guilty of all this, but 1 will 
suggest that if this line of thinking is carried through to its final 
conclusion, it will eventually lead to legalism and "‘antiasm, '' which 
is one and the same thing. It is at this very point where we both 
stand that the non-cooperative concept developed and where it must 
be defeated if it is to be defeated. Before us there are two roads. 
One is labeled "Law and Gospel" and the other is labeled ''The 
Gospel of Grace" and they lead in opposite directions. 


He who travels the road marked law and gospel is on the road to 
legalism, and it is traveled not only by those whom we refer to as 
non-cooperatives (or anti's) but by mainliners as well. This is why 
our mainline preachers have had so little success in debating the 
anti’s on the orphan's home issue and other similar issues because 
they are both legalists. You have one legalist debating another 
legalist about law "patterns" which one thinks he sees and the other 
is sure he does not, There is no difference in their theology nor in 
their respect for "authority" of scripture. It is foolish for one to 
refer to the other as a "liberal". The real issue between them is 
on the existence or non-existence of patterns. They both have a 
deep respect for the authority of scripture. They just don't know 
how to define it or where to look for it. So it is futile to debate the 
anti'’s on their terms. 


However, the difference between them and "us" (whoever we may 
be) is theological, and it is fundamental, going all the way back to 
justification. If the matter of justification could be settled it would 
settle the matter of legalism which would settle the issues. You 
can only make law out of patterns, or inferences and examples, 
under a legalistic system. When one is able to see that justification 
is on the basis of Christ's righteousness imputed to sinners rather 
than upon righteous acts of obedience to righteous commandments, 
he then realizes that his "standing" before God is not based upon 
his having met legal requirements (cf. I Cor. 5:21; I Cor. 1:30; 
Rom. 4:]ff; 5:19; Phil. 3:4-11). With this understanding he shold 
realize that since he didn't get into Christ by the legal route he 
does not live under law when he gets there. Perhaps then he might 
take another look at Romans 6:14, 15 where Paul said, "Sin will have 
no dominion over you, Since you are not under law but under grace". 
But why is it, that, to live under law is to live under the dominion 
of sin? Because it is law that gives sin its power to enslave and to 
sentence to death (I Cor, 15:56). Who can understand this and still 
opt for a law system? For this reason we are to ‘'stand fast in the 
LIBERTY" in which we have been set free (Gal. 5:1), lest we be 
Caught up again in bondage to law. Freedom in Christ means that 
we are to make the best application of the principles taught in the 
New Testament. This doesn't mean that we don't recognize that 
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there are specific commandments to obey. It is not the specifics 
that give us problems, but what is not specified, yet what may be 
found in divine principles. Making laws out of inferences and ex- 
amples is simply not within the prerogative of man. Here is where 
man is pitting his "human wisdom" against "God's wisdom." 


Until the issue of legalism is settled it is useless to debate the 
"issues", whether advocated by our non-cooperative brethren or 
those we call mainliners. If it can be sustained that we DO live 
under a law system, then we'd better get busy and join them. If 
it cannot be sustained, then they had better get together as aunited 
church of Christ and get on with the work of the church. I believe 
that God had enough faith in us to trust us to carry out the details 
of benevolence and evangelism. 


Bro. Scott should have been more specific and given us a few 
examples on how good results may be obtained by incorrect evan- 
gelistic efforts. For examples, what method might one employ in 
the saving of souls that would give glory to man instead of God? 
How could God be preached in a way that results in conversions 
that gives man the "credit." If we're talking about "true" conver- 
sions, then God receives the credit because you can't truly convert 
a sinner without extolling the attribute of God's grace. The atoning 
blood of Christ has to be preached as the basis of salvation, so how 
does the preacher receive the honor? I fail to see how this attri- 
butes anything to "human wisdom." If the conversion is real, as 
opposed to "pretentious" soul-saving, God's wisdom is seen in the 
scheme itself. I cannot see how a cooperative evangelistic effort 
presents a challenge to God's wisdom. If we can get better results 
from cooperative efforts than we can from non-cooperative efforts, 
then brother we had better get busy and start "sponsoring some 
arrangements" to get the job done. God will hold us responsible for 
the way we use our freedom, for we will all "be judged by the law 
of LIBERTY" (James), i.e., the manner in which we USE our free- 
dom. But binding the church with imaginary "pattern" law is not 
making very good use of the "freedom wherewith Christ hath made 
us free."' The fact that God has laid out general principles for us 
to follow is good evidence that He assumed we have the intelligence 
to apply them. Frankly I would be hard pressed to even imagine an 
incorrect way for a group of Christians or churches to team up to 
do an evangelistic number on sinners. And even if the manner in 
which they go about it fails, that within itse]f doesn't necessarily 
mean that the way was unscriptural. I could only be a matter of 
bad judgment, if that. But instead of devising better ways and 
means of doing evangelism and benevolence, our anti brethren have 
lost themselves in their created forest of charts, figuring out bet- 
ter ways of freezing the church's evangelistic assets. 
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Where God has been specific in giving procedural instructions, 
the matter is settled. But where he has only given general com- 
mandments he has left it to human wisdom"' to figure out the best 
way to do it. This is not a matter of God's Wisdom vs. Man's 
Widsom, but simply a case of man using his natural abilities in 
carrying out the plan of God. 


Certainly we should allow the scriptures to "serve as guidelines, 
letters of love, and documents of direction,"’ but this is a far cry 
from saying that these are God's laws. God can do better than that! 
He would not just give us "guidelines", or couch his "directions" in 
subtle patterns, if he intended to give us a law. He doesn't play 
games with us, like, ‘Here it is, find the pattern and you win", or 
"fail to find it and lost your soul.'' That's putting God in rather 
small dimensions. 


Bro. Scott said, ''The primitive community spread the good news 
without difficulty and without ‘cooperative efforts" that degrade 
God's wisdom and inflate man's wisdom." [ wish he had explained 
how cooperative efforts degrade God's wisdom and inflate man's 
wisdom. The truth is, the "primitive community" (the church) had 
great difficulty spreading the word in that first century. In fact, 
the word wasn't spread "in all Judea and Samaria and to the end of 
the earth" (Acts 1:8), until Christians were run out of the country 
through persecution (Acts 8). There were many cooperative efforts 
in that early age. Philip, one of the first deacons turned evangelist, 
had to go to the lowly Samaritans, and when the apostles heard 
about it they sent Peter and John over to help out (Acts 8). Paul 
responded to the Macedonian call (Acts 16). Others were sent out 
to take care of various essentials—like appointing elders, etc. It 
took three miracles before Peter got the message concerning the 
acceptability of Gentiles. The Holy Spirit urged Philip to go and 
talk to the Ethiopian eunuch. Keith A. Mitchell had an appropriate 
word in the September issue of Mission concerning this subject: 


The tendency to become too selfish and provincial with the 
faith of Jesus has marked the march of the church with the 
gospel in every generation—from Jerusalem's first believ- 
ers to our own generation, our own city. Spiritual in- 
breeding, self-fulfillment, and building a comfortable 
church fellowship become our priorities. Nothing short of 
catastrophe would drive some of us out with the gospel. 
-»-it would take three swift kicks from the Lord, in a 
heavenly vision, to cause many of us to open our homes, 
or, more painfuily, to enter the homes of the poor, the 
outcasts, foreigners, welfare recipients, prostitutes, mem- 
bers of the drug culture, or those enslaved by homosexual 
preference..." ttees 16, 17) 
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So in every generation the church has had difficulty "going into all 
the world" with the gospel. So perhaps a little more "cooperative 
effort'' might do the job much better, and much faster. Why should 
we have to bother God with the details? 


In a world changing as rapidly as ours (and they say that the total 
amount of knowledge possessed doubles every five years), brethren 
should vision the church as it might exist in future generations, 
when knowledge will have multiplied many times over. They should 
ask themselves if their present concepts of Christianity and the 
philosophy of life could survive in a world undergoing such great 
changes in Jife and values, even now. Christianity is on the decline 
throughout the world, a fact undisputable. What is the cause and 
how can the decline be halted? Can the rapid increase in know- 
ledge have an effect on the church? For those who may think it 
cannot, should keep in mind that the church is made up of people 
and it is people who change, not "things" within themselves. The 
future church must be eked out from among those who are being 
changed. We might look into religious history and note those graips 
who failed to change with the world and take note of their influence. 
For example, the Mennonites (Amish) are people who are supposed 
to have resisted change. This within itself is not wrong, but this 
group of people are not exactly the world's religious leaders. Their 
growth, or the maintenance of their numbers, is the growthamong 
themselves. They don't win many converts from among outsiders, 
nor do they even try. 


The point is that the Church should be the conscience of the world 
regardless how much the world may change, to steer it clear of 
atheism and paths of unrighteousness. This is possible. There is 
a sense in which the church must change with the world, not to 
conform to the world, but to remain flexible in those areas where 
flexibility is essential so that it can maintain its image and in» 
fluence. When the church loses its image it also loses its influence. 
Paul was very much concerned about the Christian image, which is 
why he said that when he was with Jews he acted like Jews, etc., so 
that he might remain in favorable standing with them in order to 
win them to Christ. He who loses the sinner's respect is not likely 
to win many converts. The Church of Christ on the whole has lost 
its influence because it has destroyed its image. Once the church 
served as an example of unity and love, but now brethren glory in 
division and instead of condemning it they try to sustain it by using 
the very source that pronounces anathema upon them, the Bible. 
How can any church serve as an example when it is splintered and 
split in so many ways that it becomes a world spectacle?...and 
still brethren glory in their division. Leadership and world "'con- 
science" is not likely to come from such a source. Nor will it come 
from others who have in fact "compromised" with the world, when 
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just about every conceivable sin is approved by mainline denomina- 
tional bodies. Even among ourselves there are those who come to- 
gether to "dialogue" about some sin clearly condemned by scripture. 
Such dialogue in itself is a degree of conformity. There's a great 
number of reasons why the Church of Christ has lost its influence 
in the world and in the religious society, but we can't discuss all 
of them here, nor do we even know all of them. 


I realize that bro. Scott's short letter doesn't warrant such a 
lengthy response, but it has given me the opportunity to say some 
things I believe needed saying. What I have said does not imply that 
he thinks the opposite, which I'm sure is not the case. Neither let 
it be said that we place all our anti brethren in the category of 
these remarks. There are among them many who are not legalists, 
but who understand the Lord's teachings on grace and law just as 
there are among the mainliners. Unfortunately they are not in the 
majority, yet. In time they will be...because they have the kind of 
vision that will adapt and survive in future changing generations. 
The church in order to survive must change its image. It must 
change its concept of brotherhood, law, gospel, and division. It 
must come to a proper understanding of the doctrine of grace, and 
to understand the difference between a law code and the law of 
Christ. There must be a return to that one ingredient that can melt 
the coldest of hearts and weld the Lord's people into a unified body, 
the ingredient of love. ee 





CORRECTION 


Editor's Note: The October editorial contained an excerpt from 
Olan Hicks' Newsletter in which he says an error was made and 
should be corrected, as follows: 


AN IMPORTANT CORRECTION: James Ferguson, of Bay Area 
School of Preaching was NOT involved in any way with the men 
creating the ugly scene at Sebastopol, California, as was incorrect- 
ly reported in our Aug. 4 newsletter. He did not write or call the 
elders nor speak to them against me in any way. That was a com- 
plete misunderstanding on my part. I am very sorry for it and for 
having reported it that way. I have written brother Ferguson my 
Sincere apologies in a letter. I hasten to add here that this man is 
spoken of highly and people who know him well say that he is not of 
the type to be involved in personal attacks or harrassment of any- 
one. I truly hope this correction will reach to all who read the 
previous incorrect report. —Olan Hicks 


Another correction made by bro. Hicks, is that Wayne Jackson did 
not attend the meeting in question, even though he did write to the 
elders accusing bro. Hicks of being a false teacher. -rlk 
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b, There is nothing so AUGUST as the temple of God, 

‘a the church. 


Nothing is so ANCIENT as that which the Patriarchs 
and Prophets labored to build. 


Nothing is as SOLID, since Christ is the foundation. 


Nothing is soclosely UNITED since He is the Chief 
cornerstone. 


Nothing is so LOFTY, since it reaches into heaven. 


Nothing is so REGULATED and PROPORTIONED , 
since the Holy Spirit is the Architect. 


Nothing is so BEAUTIFUL or adorned with VARIETY 
since it is made up of Jews, Gentiles, the rich, 
poor, the mightiest and the lowest, all nations, 
colors, and languages. 
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€ | Nothing is soSPACIOUS, since it covers the whole 
A) earth. 

' Nothing is soINVIOLABLE, since it is consecrated 
@ to Jehovah. 
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Nothing is so DIVINE, since it is a living building 
inhabited by the Holy Spirit. 


Nothing is so BENEFICIENT, seeing it gives shelter 
to the poox,* the wretched and distressed of all 
nations, Kindred and tongues. 


It is the PLACE where God does his marvelous 
works, the THEATER of his justice, mercy, good- 
ness, and truth. 


It is where He is to be SOUGHT, and here He is 
FOUND, and in which alone he is to be RETAINED; 
for there is one God, one Lord, one Spirit, one 
mediator, one church, one baptism, one faith and 


one hope. ~~ Adam Clarke 
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Editorial — continued from page 2 


others to vote. In fact, it would be a sin NOT to vote if the oppor- 
tunity is there to change the immoral course the nation is heading 
and the opportunity is neglected. God has not demanded that sinners 
check their brains at the door when entering the kingdom of heaven! 
Voting is simply an exercise of good judgment. Who is more qual- 
ified (or should be) to cast a vote for moral decency than Christ- 
ians? There are enough "good folks" in this country to sway any 
election, to stop any immoral practice, to change any ungodly law, 
Simply by taking advantage of the voting privilege . 


According to the teachings of Paul in Romans 13, the Christian's 
relationship to his government is a "give and take" affair. That is, 
the Christian contributes to its support (not just in taxes) and also 
partakes of its blessings. If we partake of its blessings alone we 
are then in "debt"’ because we have received without paying. Note 
that Paul ends this portion of chapter 13 with this admonition: "Owe 
no man anything, except to love one another."’ In other words, pay 
up! You have received the benefits of an orderly society, now pay 
your share. 


In any Godly ordained government, according to Romans 13, there 
are certain responsibilities to be shared by both the "authorities" 
and its citizens in order that both may share in the blessings of a 
regulated society. Neither Christians or anyone else has a right to 
these blessings unless they are willing to share responsibilities. 
Casting the ballot is both a privilege anda responsibility. No one 
can rightly argue that he has the privilege of not voting, any more 
than he can argue that it is his privilege to refuse to serve his 
government when called upon—such as jury duty and serving in the 
armed forces. God has not ordained a particular "system" of 
government, but he HAS ordained that there BE a government to 
regulate the affairs of its citizens. When a government chooses its 
leaders by plurality or majority vote—~the manner in which it 
chooses to "regulate the affairs of its citizens" in the fulfillment of 
its divinely appointed role—then to refuse to vote is to refuse to 
cooperate with God's scheme of world order. Christians ought to 
keep in mind that God's ordaining of governments was for the bene- 
fit of his people, without whom there would be no governments or 
anything else. But he hasn't decreed that he wili do it all for us 
while we sit on our hands mouthing some silly notion about "not 
getting involved in politics"! 


Voting also carries with it the individual responsibility of knowing 
who" to vote for, of knowing the candidate's qualifications, his 
"stand" on the issues~especially moral issues. These are matters 
that each individual must objectively investigate for himself. It is 
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not enough to determine what a person “is”, but where he is likely 
to lead the rest of us. {ft is not enough that a candidate be impecc- 
able in character (although desireable for sure), but does he have 
the moral courage to stand up for his convictions, or will he join 
the herd? Having a good set of morals does not necessarily make 
one a good leader. Yet, in my opinion it is one of the main qualifi- 
cations for one occupying the highest office. 


All this, of course, is the opinion of this editor (which is why we 
have editorial columns). Whether or not others will agree, he who 
has the opportunity to change unrighteousness to righteousness by 
casting his vote and refuses to shoulder his responsibility, then he 
has no grounds for complaint regardless of where his nation leads 
him. it is my opinion that the best leader is one who will lead a 
nation in moral righteousness. I don't know of any great nation that 
has fallen because of errors in legislative affairs, political judg- 
ment, or failure in foreign affairs. But history has recorded the 
downfall of many great nations because of internal moral corruption. 
Moral decay is the beginning of the end for great governments, 
These are things to be considered as we draw the curtain and pull 
the lever... lest we draw the curtain on the whole affair. 
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Editorial 
The Nature of God 


This editorial, if such it may be called, is written in response to 
an article which appeared in one of our brotherhood periodicals, 
bearing the above caption. Our remarks are not intended to be 
overly critical, but set forth mainly to enhance a better understand- 
ing of one of the most vital subjects in all the Bible, the Nature of 
God. 


The Divine Nature of God is a biblical subject that is offen neg- 
lected and one that is vitally important to the understanding of 
Christianity. Indeed, unless we have some understanding of divine 
nature there is no possible way to comprehend the crucifixion, or 
law, gospel, or grace. 


By divine nature we mean "God's way"'—that which is divinely 
natural- his character and characteristics, or his essence—those 
elements which make up his Being. Scripture says that with God 
there is no variableness nor shadow of turning, that He is the same 
yesterday, today, and forever. It is important to note that there 
cannot be conflict within the nature of God, for conflict suggests 
contradiction and contradiction is another form of lying. The He- 
brew writer says that it is impossible for God to lie. 


With these few remarks in mind, hopefully we have sufficient 
background for looking at the aforementioned articie with some de— 
gree of understanding. The article is set forth as a denial of im— 
puted righteousness and the author concludes with these remarks: 


When brethren argue imputation of Christ's life to man 
they usually do so on a legalistic basis—God must be JUST, 
and demand PERFECT OBEDIENCE. The very nature of 
God demands justice, we are told. Something overlooked 
is the fact that LOVE, MERCY, etc., are also "the very 
nature'’ of God. Many a theologian has set up his idea of 
God, and the demands of what he conceived as ''God's 
nature;'' only to become hopelessly entangled in the system 
of his own making. We believe God is revealed in Christ, 
via inspired scriptures. The safest course is to accept 
what is clearly revealed (forgiveness, through Christ's 
death, to those who trust Him) rather than lose ourselves 
in speculative theories. 


It seems that the author of the above has set himself against those 
things for which he says "brethren argue.'’ But what do brethren 
(turn to bottom of page 6) 
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CONCERNING ELDERS 
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Jack R. Hackworth Part 1 


From the pioneers to the present generation of the Restoration 
Movement many have had much to say about elders, and all have 
not spoken with one voice. Many differing and conflicting ideas 
have been advanced. God also has had something to say about the 
matter. All writers manifest a fair knowledge of God's word as 
rendered in our common English translations, however, it is evi- 
dent that a proper grasp and understanding is lacking, otherwise 
we would speak with the unanimity here that we do in dealing with 
'baptism'' and some other subjects. As nearly as we possibly can, 
and looking to God for wisdom, we need to lay asidg all traditions 
and imbedded ideas and study the basics of words, grammar and 
hermeneutics relevant to the subject. 


It is imperative that we have rules to guide us and that we go by 
the rules; otherwise we do not speak the same language, neither do 
we understand one another. The first rule of Dungan's Hermeneu- 
tics (page 184): 


All words are to be understood in their literal sense, un- 
less the evident meaning of the context forbids. Figures 
are the exception, literal language the rule. 


As to the meaning of "literal'': Webster's Unabridged International 
Dictionary - ''According to the ‘letter’, or natural, or usual con— 
struction or implication of a writing or expression; following the 
ordinary and apparent sense of the words;...'' And the word "liter- 
ally": "According to the primary and natural import of words; not 
figuratively..." Therefore we look to the literal, real, primary, 
basic, natural, etymological meaning of the word "elder", and of 
the Greek word "presbuteros" which is transtated in our common 
English versions. 


Some hundred years ago Tolbert Fanning wrote, ''The truth is that 
the attempt to change the meaning of the word elder, older...intoa 
suddenly created officer is a complete subversion of the meaning of 
a plain Greek and English word...It stifles all rules of language, 
all common sense, and converts the scriptures into a contradictory 
and untrustworthy composition. In all the hermeneutical cannons 
from Ernesti to our youngest scribes, we have found no eminent 
schoiar, who would take the responsibility to assert that literal and 
figurative meanings of any word could be contradictory...If words 
are really signs of ideas, the branch meanings always conform to 
the root ideas. (The Church of Christ - Tolbert Fanning) 
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"Now the word ‘elder' simply means an older man."' (ELDERS - 
Their Work and Qualifications - by E. R. Harper, page 3) 


Presbuteros is an adjective of the comparative degree, and means 
older.'' (James E. Scobey - Gospel Advocate, 1901, p. 82) 


"To assert that the elders sent for at Miletus were official, or that 
the elders with whom Peter classes himself were any other than 
aged, experienced men, is to Say the least, a doubtful assumption. 
.«-Surmises, inferences, and assumptions are of small value in 
deciding questions of this sort.'’ (William Lipscomb - Gospel Adyo- 
cate, 1903, p. 227) 


THE TESTIMONY OF THE LEXICOGRAPHERS 


1) Webster's Unabridged International Dictionary: elder (an 
adjective) - comparative of eld (old), a senior, aged person. 


2) W.E. Vine: presbuteros - comparative of presbus, an old 
man, the eldest, senior. 


3) James Strong: Zaqen (Hebrew) old, ancient, senator, men or 
women. Presbuteros (Greek) - comparative of presbus - elderly - 
older - senior - oldest. 


4) Robert Young: Zaqen (Hebrew) old, aged, bearded. 
presbuteros (Greek) aged person. 


5) Henry Thayer: presbuteros "1. of age a. where two persons 
are spoken of, the elder. b. Univ. advanced in life, an elder, a 
Senior;"' 


In the secondary use of the word, Mr. Thayer says that it is used 
referring to members of certain councils "Because in early times 
the rulers of the people, judges, etc., were selected from the 
elderly men." 


Before proceeding further we want to note well that the lexicog- 
raphers agree that the Greek word "presbuteros" (single) means 
elderly man. The plural is presbuteroi. The members of certain 
Jewish (and Gentile) councils were called presbuteroi because that 
was what they were, older men. They were not called presbuteroi 
because they were members of the council. They were referred to 
aS a presbytery because they were a body, group, gathering of old 
men, and not because they were rulers. There was no arbitrary 
use of the word. The word presbuteroi (presbuteros) is defined as 
méaning "elderly men" and those to whom reference is made by the 
term were elderly men. Nowhere does these lexicographers say 
that the term presbuteros means ruler or official, but again it was 
used in reference to certain rulers and officials because they were 
elderly men (presbuteroi). They were presbuteroi before they be- 
Came members of the particular councils, and they remained 
presbuteroi. To affirm that they became presbuteroi by being 
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elected, or appointed, to the said council is confusing cause and 
effect. Had they not been presbuteroi, they could not have become 
members of the said councils. 

Consider translations: In order to have an adequate and sufficient 
translation from one language into another it is necessary to use a 
word, or sometimes words, which gives to the hearer the very 
same idea that a hearer and user of the original language would 
receive in hearing the original word. The Greek word presbuteros 
expresses three ideas. 1) there is state or condition; which is age; 
2) there is number; which in this form is singular; and 3) there is 
gender; which is masculine. In order to adequately translate this 
Greek word into English, a word, or words must be used which will 
convey to the English reader the very same three thoughts that 
were expressed to the Greek reader by the Greek word. The one 
word "elder" does not express these three thoughts. As an adjec- 
tive it expresses the idea of age only; as a nounit expresses the 
idea of age and singular number; however the gender is lacking; 
therefore in English we must have two words, elder (older) man, 
to convey to the English reader the three thoughts which are con- 
veyed to the Greek reader by the one word “presbuteros”. The 
English word "elder'’ does not adequately and sufficiently transiate 
the Greek word presbuteros. 

It is no wonder that there is so much confusion among English 
speaking people about the subject of "elders." In 1 Peter 5:1-5, it 
is evident to the careful reader that Peter is speaking of older 
people in contrast to younger people, however the gender is miss- 
ing in our English Bibles. The Greek word is plural (presbuteroi) 
and masculine gender. An adequate translation demands elderly 
men. We have the same thing in 1 Timothy 5:1-2. The LIVING 
ORACLES translate ''Do not severely rebuke an o}d man..." and 
J.B. Rotherham renders it, "An elderly man thou mayest not re- 
primand..."' These are adequate translations. If one asserts that 
the word elder, or elders, presbuteros and presbuteroi, mean 
something different in verses 17 and 19 of this chapter than it does 
in verses one and two, it is incumbent on him to prove it. Just to 
assert it because it is necessary to uphold a tradition and theory is 
not proof. 

If elders are a limited class of older men who, as a result of 
having certain "‘qualifications", have been inducted into an official 
position among God's saints, Paul left out a sizeable segment of 
saints in 1 Timothy 5:1-2. He mentions these "officials"(?), young 
men, old women and young women, but does not say how to treat an 
older man who has not been inducted into an official position. Does 
not such seem strange? Brother E. G. Sewell, Gospel Advocate, 
1872, p. 116, ''The phrase elder women is from the Greek presbu- 
teras, which is only the feminine plural of presbuteros. If pres- 
buteros means official man, presbuteras means official women.” 
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In as much as an adequate translation into English of the Greek 
words presbuteros and presbuteroi require the two words elderly 
man, or men, I shall use these two words rather than the one word 
elder in making reference to suche We shall furthermore note that 
such "makes sense" and is in full harmony and accord with the 
context, therefore demanded by the rule of hermeneutics set forth 
above. (to be continued) a 
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FEMALE MINISTERS 
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Susan Mullins 


Hi. My name's Susan. And I'm a minister of Jesus Christ. A 
female minister. 

No, I don't stand up in the pulpit where crowds listen to words of 
wisdom lutter. Neither dol get a salary. I’m not an experiment. 
The church of Christ has lots of female ministers and I'm honored 
to be among them. 

If this comes as shocking news to you, then it's to youl address 
this article. 

I've been disturbed over some of the complaining I've heard, 
mostly from women who aren't allowed to participate in public 
worship or teach a class where men are present. A good many 
articles have been written about the role of the woman in the church 
which point out that these practices stifle a lot of talent. And I 
agree our capabilities aren't being used. Living within a society 
which emphasizes more and more the equality of the sexes, it 
stands to reason females are less tolerant of anything which seems 
to stand in the way of liberation. Female self-esteem and confi- 

ence are at a higher level as potentials are discovered and 
demonstrated in 20th century life. 

It's difficult for me to accept, for example, the seeming illogical- 
ness of my freedom to write, even among the mainliners, and teach 
men through writing when the church is disassembled, but not 
Orally when assembled. However, this article isn't going to try to 
argue the right of the present practice. The heresy I want to point 
out isn't theological; it's a social one. 

I believe many of us have fallen into the institutional trap of 
thinking of the church only in its assembled sense. It's a false 
attitude. This heresy of "churchism" says that all important work 
is done within the holy realm of the church's building. The highest 


(turn to page 17) 
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THE REALITY OF HELL 


Bill Hooten 


Huntsville, Ark. 


Michael Hall wrote a very interesting article in this journal (May 
1980) entitled ''The Truth About Hell."' In the introductory remarks 
of this article, stress is laid to the fact of our need for ''a good 
Biblical grasp of that reality we call ‘hell'.'' We appreciate good, 
honest, thorough and investigative Bible study, but when this kind 
of study leads to a conclusion, like the one brother Hall derived, 
we feel compelled to disagree with that conclusion. We have talked 
with many who have held this particular view, none ever members 
of the church, most have been what is called Jehovah's Witnesses. 
Now, a teaching is not wrong just because the Jehovah's Witnesses 
believe it, but this teaching is against the truths revealed in the 
Bible. 

After an introductory word study, brother Hall “unveiled'’ four 
conclusions from that study. 

1) Whatever hell is, it is not physical; 

2) Whatever hell is, it is horribly real; 

3) Whatever else hell may mean, IT IS THE END: 

4) Hell is not, therefore, unending torture. 

From these four basic conclusions the great majority of the text of 
brother Hail's article was written. To insure fairness we propose 
to look at each conclusion independently, and to examine what the 
logic, reasoning and substantiation there is behind any such con- 
clusion. 

CONCLUSION #1 —It seems rather obvibus to me that all of the 
last three conclusions are based on the truth of the first con- 
clusion. Again, in order to insure fairness, let us notice the 
reasoning brother Hall used: 

"It cannot be ‘seen’ through the empirical senses. It is the ‘'un- 
seen’ state, therefore it's not a physical reality. We can forget 
about there being literal fire, literal torture and literal chains. 
Let's not confuse the figurative symbol with the reality to which 
it points." 

If by these remarks brother Hall is saying that there is a physical 
world and a spiritual world, and hell is not of this physical world, 
we must agree. But it seems relatively safe to assume, because 
of other statements in the article, that where brother Hall says hel! 
is not physical, he means that it is non-existent. 
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According to Webster's New World Dictionary, page 458, "em- 
pirical” means: "relying or based on experiment and observation 
rather than theory.'’ Now if I understand the definition of the word 
and the sense in which brother Hall is using it, let me ask this 
question. How much of the Bible can we ''see” through the empiri- 
cal senses concerning God, the Holy Spirit, heaven, angels, or 
Satan? Isn't Paul teaching that there are some things we must 
accept without empirical sense evidence when he says, "For we 
walk by faith, not by sight" (I Cor. 5:7). Philip Hughes commented 
on this verse by saying: 

In this life it is faith that gives reality to things which are 

still hoped for and assurance concerning things which are 

not yet seen. 
This is not to imply that hell is hoped for, but in the context of ff 
Cor. 5, it teaches that there are some things that God said are 
true, that we will just have to accept because He said they were. 

One final point to consider on this conclusion is that the Bible 
teaches that both heaven and hell are prepared places (John 14:1-3; 
Mat. 25:41). It would only then be reasonable to believe that if one 
is an existing "physical" place, so would the other one. 

CONCLUSION #2 —In examining the second conclusion we notice 
that there is nothing here in which anyone could disagree. We must 
all agree that Jehovah has taken the horrors of this life (fire, dark- 
ness, chains, torment, worms), horrors with which we are familiar, 
and then points toward the ultimate horror. 

CONCLUSION #3 —It is in brother Hall's third conclusion where 
much of our disagreement begins to surface. In order to prove this 
conclusion, ‘Whatever else ‘hell’ may mean, IT IS THE END," 
three lines of reasoning are used. In order to see if the reasoning 
demands the conclusion, let us examine them one at a time. 

1) Brother Hall's first line of reasoning proceeds along these 
lines: 

Consignment to the lake of fire is treated as the end of the 
story, not the beginning. The Biblical metaphors stress 
hell's finality, not its duration. 
Well of course hell is final, BECAUSE OF its duration. Dante, in 
his THE INFERNO, has the sign above the door of hell as saying, 
"Thou who enter in, leave all hope behind."' Hell is the final abid- 
ing place for the devil, his angels and all the disobedient for 
eternity. 

2} Brother Hall's second line of reasoning is based on the Bible 
usage of the word "'destruction.'' Here is his reasoning: 

Notice these terms: DESTRUCTION, not destroying, as in 
the present tense. If the word had been ‘eternal destroy - 
ing’, the picture would be that of a torturous existence. 
But that's NOT what the Bible says. It says: destruction, 
the end, the termination. 
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William Hendriksen, in his book, The Bible on the Life Hereafter, 

page 198, answers this argument far better than I ever could. 
One hears the objection, ''But does not scripture teach the 
destruction of the wicked?" Yes, indeed, but this destruc- 
tion is not an instantaneous annihilation, so that there 
would be nothing left of the wicked; so that, in other words, 
they would cease to exist. The destruction of which the 
Scriptures speaks is an everlasting destruction (II Thess. 
1:9), Their hopes, their joys, their opportunities, their 
riches, etc., have perished and they themselves are tor- 
mented by this, and that forevermore. When Jeremiah 
speaks about shepherds who destroyed the sheep, did he 
mean that those sheep ceased to exist? When Hosea ex- 
claims, ''O Israel, you have destroyed yourself, '' was he 
trying to say that the people had been annihilated? Did 
Paul (Romans 14:15) mean to imply that by eating meat 
you annihilate your brother? Or that he himself had at one 
time annihilated the faith? (Galatians 1:23). 

3) After a lengthy discussion of the word "aionos,"' brother Hall 
uses his third line of reasoning: "... eternal doesn't mean forever 
in an unqualified sense. It is qualified by the context and subject." 
Again we must agree with brother Hall's point (we have been using 
this argument on Seventh Day Adventists on the use of the word 
“forever"), but his application missed the mark. Jesus proclaimed 
"And these will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous 
into eternal life (Mat. 25:46). Adam Clarke, in commenting on this 
verse, Said: 

But some are of the opinion that this punishment sha!l have 
an end. This is as likely as that the glory of the righteous 
shall have an end; for the same word is used to express 
the duration of the punishment, as is used to express the 
duration of the state of glory. 
A. Lukyn Williams, on page 458 of Vol. 15 of Pulpit Commentary, 
Said: 
.-» taking the literal sense of our Lord's words, and the 
meaning which his hearers would attach to them, we must 
believe that the risen life and the second death are equally 
everlasting. 
The voice of the Scripture and the opinion of the commentators 
lends a certainty to the fact of a never ending punishment of the 
wicked. 

From the evidence presented concerning brother Hall's three 
lines of reasoning on this third conclusion, we must conclude that 
he has made his assumptions into a conclusion, when it will not 
stand a close examination. 


CONCLUSION #4 — "'Hell is not, therefore, unending torture." It 
is obvious from the wording of the conclusion that its basis is found 
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in the other three. Since the other three conclusions have been 
found lacking evidence and substantial proof, this conclusion is of 
necessity wrong. 


THE TORTUROUS HELL ASSUMPTION 


For a person to believe in the punishment of hell, brother Hall 
insists that there are several assumptions which must be made, 
none of which are valid to him. These assumptions are: 

1) Assume that mankind is innately immortal; 

2) Assume that God is a torturer; 

3) Assume that the atonement wasn't really substitutionary. 

In examining the first "assumption," that brother Hall ''accus- 
ingly'' says that we will have to make, notice that this is not an 
assumption, but a Bible truth. In 1969, Joe Ed Furr wrote a series 
of four articles on ''The Doctrine of the Immortal Soul" for Firm 
Foundation, which shows that man is innately immortal. But, in 
this article let us look at brother Hall's proof-text that immortality 
is a gift from God when man obeys the gospel. The passage is I 
Timothy 1:10, "...by the appearing of our Savior Christ Jesus, who 
abolished death, and brought life and immortality to light through 
the gospei."’ In interpreting this verse, brother Hall makes these 
statements: 


How has immortality been brought to light? ''Through the 
good-news.”’ Before this the secret of receiving immor- 
tality wasn't known. So without the good-news there is no 
immortality. Immortality then must be conditional, con- 
ditional to reception of Christ's good-news. 


In examining brother Hall's reasoning two fallacies are obvious, 
even to the casual reader. Number one, what of those great and 
Godly men (Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Moses, Joshua, Samuel, David, 
Elijah, Isaiah, Jeremiah, etc.) who lived before the cross that 
never had the opportunity to receive the gospel? Number two, he 
has placed the emphasis on the wrong section of the verse. His 
emphasis is on “brought life and immortality" when it should be on 
"to light". Donald Guthrie, in his commentary on The Pastoral 
Epistles, page 130, says: 

But Christ is not only a great destroyer; He is also a great 

illuminator. Life and immortality had been obscured until 

the gospel, but now are flooded with light. The same 

thought is found in Ephesians 3:9 where Paul describes the 

grace given to him to ring to light the mystery hidden 

for ages. 
Morgan P. Noyes in Vol. 11, page 168 of The Interpreters Bible 
comments on this verse by saying: 

The appearing of Christ the Savior has revealed the eternal 

purpose of God. Death is not the goal of creation; the goal 
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is everlasting life. The meaning of life and its deathless 

character have been brought to light through the gospel. 
It is obvious from the reading of the verse and the thoughts of those 
who have commented on it, the teaching of brother Hall is not found 
there. Life and immortality had been shrouded by the Law. When 
Jesus appeared, not only did he abolish the fear of death, but he 
"illuminated" life and immortality. This is what the verse teaches, 
not the misinterpretation of brother Hall, 

The second assumption is that if a person believes in the punish- 
ment of hell, he must believe that God is atorturer. In examining 
this particular point let us approach it with three different obser- 
vations. 

1) I would not want to cast a bad light upon the motives of brother 
Hall, but it would seem to appear that his choice of words is bad. I! 
can find no other reason for the use of the words "torturer" or 
“torturous God," except to prejudice the reader. In making this 
point, no scriptural basis is given, only the thought that we would 
not want to believe in a torturous God. 

2) It appears that brother Hall has a one-sided conception of 
what the nature of God is. Ephesians 5:6 speaks of him as a "'God 
of wrath,"’ and John 5:30 speaks of him as a"'God of just judgments.” 
When we focus only on one point of the nature of God, we havea 
warped view of God. In Isaiah 63:1-4, Jehovah is pictured asa 
vengeful God, who has his garments sprinkled with the blood of 
those trampled in his wrath. It does no disservice to God to teach 
and preach of his wrath to those who are disobedient (II Cor. 5:11). 

3) God has never intended for man to be lost (II Pet. 3:9); in fact 
“hell” was not prepared for man, but for the devil and his angels 
(Mat. 25:41). God has done everything to help man—the giving of 
his Son (John 3:16; Rom. 5:6, 8), the inspiration of the Bible (II Tim. 
3:16), the evidence of creation (Rom. 1:19-20), and the examples of 
great and good men (Heb. 11)—if man now chooses to be lost, God 
cannot be accused of being a torturer. 

In explaining the third assumption that must be made, brother 
Hall shows a basic misunderstanding concerning the atonement. 
Jesus was offered as a “perfect’' sacrifice, not deserving of sepa- 
ration from God, none of us can make that claim. We deserve 
eternal punishment," but because of his sinless sacrifice of grace, 
we can be saved from that "second death." 


BROTHER HALL'S CONCLUSIONS 


Brother Hall makes an emotional plea that we couid not be happy 
in heaven if we were aware that our friends, loved ones, family, 
etc., were suffering the tortures of hell forever and ever. In 
making this statement, it seems to me that we are bordering 0:1 the 
brink of questioning God's power. In Revelations 21:4 we are told 
of no mourning, no crying and no pain—I BELIEVE IT. We are 
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going to be so thrilled and excited to be there, and God "will wipe 
away every tear,'’ no thoughts of sadness will enter our mind. But 
besides this, if brother Hall's logic were true, could I be happy in 
heaven knowing that my friends, loved ones, family, etc., no longer 
existed? 

In closing, brother Hall points out that all the agents used in the 
Bible to describe heli are those that totally and completely destroy. 
As we think of them, that is true; but once before God prepared a 
fire that burned and did not consume (Ex. 3:2). If God could do that 
before, he could do it again. 


QUESTIONS 


F realize that many think of the story told by Jesus in Luke 16, of 
the rich man and Lazarus, as a parable. Evenif this is true, a 
parable used things that were known to teach those things that were 
unknown. Realizing this, consider these questions. 

1) What does it teach? 

2) What does it mean when it says the rich man was "in torment?" 

3) What is it teaching by showing "consciousness" of the rich 

man after death? 
These questions cannot be answered by just saying, "It is a parable." 
What they are teaching is continued existence of the wicked after 
death, eternal torment or punishment for the disobedient sinner, 
and the unchanging nature of that punishment. 3 


P.O. Box 674, Huntsville, Arkansas 72740 








i JUST HOW VALID IS THE TORTUROUS HELL DEA? || 


Michael Hall 


This is a response toa thoughtful review included in this issue. 
Since Jesus rescued me from the jaws of hell, I have no intention of 
experiencing hell. But I'm convinced by the Word that the "tortur- 
o:1s hell"ideologyis a dangerous one that comes close to blasphem- 
ing the character of God. Whether you agree or disagree, I pray 
this study will sharpen your thinking on the matter and stimulate 
your appreciation for the Life-gift. 

In my previous article I suggested several lines of reasoning that 
seemed to suggest that hell is NOT perpetual torture. I do not 
question the "“existence'’ of that reality, but question whether the 
pagan and Calvinistic portraits of its nature are biblical. Just what 
is this "hejl'’ we are warned about? 

In my first article, I examined the words that are translated 
‘hell’ (Sheol, Tartarus, gehenna) and showed them to be vague, 
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nebulous and figurative. None refer to a torture pit. Sheol means 
"the unseen state."" Tartarus (only in II Pet. 2:4) comes from 
Greek mythology and refers to the sunless abyss below hades. 
Gehenna was a garbage dump for waste just outside Jerusalem, 
whose fires continually consumed refuse. No images of perpetual 
torment. Why ? 

In examining the metaphors (figurative analogies) utilized for 
"hell", I mentioned 10 of them. Most make an analogy with some 
fearful, horrible and terrifying situation: fire, darkness, weeping, 
death, rejection, etc. But when "fire" is mentioned, the substance 
being destroyed doesn't perpetually exist, but is consumed (e.¢., 
"the burning up of the chaff"). When the image is that of decaying 
flesh, the agents of destruction (worms) outlast what is being con- 
sumed ("the worms never die"). 

Question: If hell is perpetual torture, why didn't Jesus, et. al., 
use some torture metaphors? Surely Jewish and Roman cultures 
could have contributed some. Why utilize destruction images where 
the things being destroyed are most fragile and easily consumed 
a chaff, decaying corpse, weeds (Mat. 13:30), trees (Mat. 7: 
19)). 

Bill Hooten's review began with the four conclusions I drew. 
Let's look at the points of disagreement. 

'1) Whatever ‘hell' is, it is not physical." I drew that conclusion 
based on the meaning of the word sheol (hades), ''the unseen state". 
It must therefore be a reality that TRANSCENDS the physical world 
we now exist in and reiate to through our empirical senses. I 
couldn't disagree stronger with Bill's supposed conclusion that I 
must think hell is non-existent. I don't. Sure hell exists. It is 
the final act of destruction, the second death. 

Reality extends to things that are non-physical. Surely love, 
beauty, self-esteem, disgust, disrespect, etc., are Yeal, although 
you cannot weigh out a pound of depression. There are realities 
BEYOND the mere physical dimensions of this world. My use of 
the word "empirical" was to say that hell is a non-physical, unseen 
type of reality. I, too, accept that by faith. 

Hell exists as much as ''destruction"” exists. Hell, I believe, is 
more of an event than a place. It's something that HAPPENS to the 
damned rather than a location. The Bible nowhere says hell is a 
place, not even Matthew 25:41 says that. 

Yes, the experience of hell is as real and actual as the experience 
of heaven. But the two experiences are not only DIFFERENT in 
nature and content, but also in duration. 

One's "eternity" lasts the duration of the age. Since heaven means 
participating in God's life, there is no time limit on it. Since hell 
involves "destruction" (not destroying) it means an "end,"' a second 
death. The duration of that age will not be long, but it will be final. 

'3) Whatever else 'hell' may mean, IT IS THE END." Consign- 

ment to the lake of fire is treated as the end of the story, not the 
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beginning. The biblical metaphors stresses hell's finality, not its 
duration.” 

In response, Bill quotes Dante's, "The Inferno."' Very interest- 
ing! For those unfamiliar with Dante, he wrote his epic poem, 
The Inferno about A.D. 1300 as avision of the three realms of the 
Catholic underworld. But his descriptions of the soul after death 
are utterly pagan and filled with the most disgusting and obnoxious 
language. Dante's hell and purgatory sprang from a gruesome 
mixture of Catholic theology and pagan intolerance and bloodthirsti- 
ness. Torture was his theme. Now why would brother Hooten 
quote from a medieval Catholic poem writer ? 

Hell is “eternal destruction." It is not, and the Bible never says 
it is, "eternal destroying on and on and on.'' When God destroys, 
he destroys. He brings it to an end and finishes it off. 

But Bill asks, What about Romans 14:15 and Gal. 1:23? "Did Paul 
mean to imply that by eating meat you can annihilate your brother?" 
Yes. When Paul said, "Destroy not him with your meat....'' he 
meant that we could invite him to sin against his own conscience 
and so become overwhelmed with guilt that he gives up on the 
redemption that's in Christ. The consequence? His spiritual ident- 
ity, his hope, life, joy, love and inheritance in Christ becomes 
annihilated. He is spiritually ''destroyed. " 

In Gal, 1:23, Paul is observed preaching the faith which he once 
destroyed. How did Paul try to "destroy" the faith? By putting 
pressure on the Jesus-Jews, by killing them off, by getting rid of 
them~yes, by annihilating those who were spreading the faith. 

Appoiué is defined by the lexicons as "to destroy, annihilate 
complete, perish''and refers to men in such passages as Lk. 13:3, 5. 


ABOUT THE WORD "ETERNAL" 


The word eternal (aionios} literally means "age-lasting'' referr- 
ing often to a long time. But it always means, the whole age. It 
comes from aion, age. ''Cullman insists that eternity is a 'tem- 
poral concept’, i.e. it belongs to time, it is not set against time in 
opposition to it." (Jesus and the Future Life, William Strawson, 
page 151) But it does not mean ‘forever' in an unqualified sense. 
It is always qualified by the context and subject. I referred to 
Philemon 15, Jude 7 and Mat. 21:19 in the previous article as ex- 
amples of ''eternal'’ being used for a limited period of time. 

Bill agreed with that and admitted that he utilized the same 
reasoning against the Adventists, but refused to apply it to the 
punishment of hell. That's why Adam Clarke's quotation about Mat. 
25:46 misses the mark. Heaven's "eternity" will be age -lasting 
just as hell's "eternity'’ will be age-lasting. But that doesn't say 
anything about how long each eternity will be. If hell is ''the end," 
the second death, then it's age won't be lasting very long. Whereas 
heaven's age will be co-existing with God, who, of course, is 
timeless. 
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IMMORTALITY: CONDITIONAL OR UNCONDITIONAL ? 


Brother Hooten "proves" unconditional immortality, that is, im- 
mortality is built in at birth, by quoting Joe Ed Furr who wrote 
four articles in Firm Foundation. No scriptures given. Whatever 
happened to quoting the Bible? 

I could have quoted H.E. Guillebaud, "Why The Cross?" B.F.C. 
Atkinson, "Life and Immortality"; L.E. Froom, "The Conditional 
ist Faith of our Fathers" (2476 pages!); Martin Luther, Curtis 
Dickson (editor of The Witness); C.S. Lewis and many other Christ-+ 
ian writers and thinkers who believe that immortality is conditional; 
conditional upon receiving the gift of life and immortality through 
the Good-News offer of Jesus Christ (I Tim. 1:10). 

Bill complained that II Timothy 1:10 doesn't mean immortality is 
God's gift through the Good-News. He says the emphasis should be 
on the phrase "'to light.'’ But, question: If immortality is now 
brought to light and we discover that we've been immortal all along, 
then why not "life?'' If Jesus Christ brought "life and immortality" 
to light through the Good-News, then Bill's interpretative key would 
suggest that we've been "ALIVE" all along too! All Jesus did was 
reveal it, bring it to light for us. Salvation then amounts to simply 
Jesus informing us that we are already immortal and spiritually 
alive. 

I just don't buy that. Jesus Christ brought to light something for 
us that we wouldn't have had otherwise. What was it? "Life and 
immortality.'' By what means did he bring life and immortality to 
light, i.e. out in the open? "Through the Gooi-News"'—His life, 
death, burial, resurrection, ascention, and glorification. 

Consequently, none of us are INNATELY immortal. We are not 
going to live on and on and on forever. Yes, our inner essence 
(soul, spirit) outlives our physical bodies, but that doesn't prove 
“immortality."" It only suggests that our spirits are more lasting, 
durable than our clay bodies. We receive the gift of immortality 
when we become Christians; then our inner essence becomes in- 
corruptible. We then experience both "life and immortality" through 
Jesus Christ. 

‘What then of the godly men in the Old Testament times?" They 
too will receive "life and immortality" as a gift from God because 
of the sacrifice of Jesus Christ (Rom. 3:24-27; Heb. 9:15-17; 11:38, 
39). Their hope doesn't rest in innate immortality, but in the gift 
of Life and immortality via Christ's Good-News. 


THE TORTUROUS GOD QUESTION 


To have a torturous hell, you have to posit a Torturing God. 
Certainly God is a God of wrath and vengence. He does take ven- 
gence on them that reject the truth, tread under foot His gifts and 
refuse to change. But that's a whole solar system away from a God 
of torture. Even when God does punish, metes out retribution, it 
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is tempered with justness, fairness and even love. He has no 
sadistic thirst for blood. Even with Sodom and Gomorrah the fire 
and brimstone fell and utterly wiped them out. He didn't first give 
them indestructible bodies and then shower fire and brimstone for 
a thousand years. Yet they suffered "eternal fire."' The fire lasted 
the whole age of the destruction, which took a couple of days 
(Jude 7). 

Talking about fairness, consider the atonement. Pauline theol~ 
ogy portrays it as a great ''swap-off.'’ Jesus took our place, Jesus 
became guilty for me and I now become innocent through him (I 
Cor. 5:21). Upon the cross, Jesus was treated as a guilty sinner, 
in my piace. Now I am treated as an innocent and righteous person. 
What a deal! My innocence or righteousness is perfect. God fully 
accepts me... "in the beloved.'' And the punishment that was due 
my sins have been taken out of Him. 

What is the penalty for violating God's law? Death (Rom. 6:23). 
On the cross Jesus experienced that death (hell) for me. His for— 
sakenness sprang from my guiltiness. Question: Is Jesus presently 
being tortured on the cross? Jf the retribution on me is "hell" 
(perpetual torture), which Jesus took for me in my place, then WHY 
isn't He still receiving the blow? Perhaps hell isn't perpetual 
torture. Perhaps it is separation from God that destroys (ends) 
one's existence. Would it be fair for one sinner to be perpetually 
tortured and Jesus, the sin substitute to only suffer awhile and 
then die? 

At the cross Jesus not only took my place, he took yours and 
theirs and everybody's. The total, combined, accumulated guilt of 
the entire world was upon him. Yet he suffered only six hours. In 
the grace his body began decomposing. Then God vindicated him, 
resurrecting him. God accepted his sacrifice, said the guilt of sin 
had been adequately retributed. Since Jesus has already suffered 
"eternal punishment" for sin's condemnation, that tells me some- 
thing about the NATURE and DURATION of the second death. 


SO IT'S BACK TO LUKE 16 


Luke 16 contains a parable of Jesus that was not unique with him. 
It was already very familiar. Read Flavius Josephus in his 'Dis- 
course to the Greeks Concerning Hades."’ You'll discover where 
Jesus got some of his material. ‘"'A story of the fate of a rich man 
and a poor man was current in Egyptian and Jewish circles at the 
time of the Lord" (William Strawson, p. 210). This netherlike 
story about "Abraham's Bosom" animates people from the sleep 
and creates a yelling dialogue between paradise and torturous 
hades. The point? Jesus used the story to make a point about 
selfish, egotistical non-consideration of those less fortunate. Even 
in Hades, the rich man didn't think about Lazarus as a person in 
his own right, but makes demands On him as if he were his servant- 
boy. It's a picture of the horror of selfishness and distressful and 
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painful ‘hell’ of having missed one's opportunities. (The word 
torture is used in Mark 6:48 about the sailors being "distressed" in 
their rowing of the boat.) 

Watch out about literalizing Luke 16. If you do, then you're 
suddenly got "bodies" (tongues, voices, bosoms, etc.) in the place 
of the disembodied! You suddenly wake up all the dead and have 
them horribly conscious and arguing back and forth over the gulf. 
The Bible says 71 times that the dead "sleep" (there's something 
analogous between sleep and being physically dead) and affirms 
constantly that in the grace we know not anything nor even praise 
God (Ps. 6:5; 115:17; 146:4; Job 17:11; 14:21; Ecc. 9:5-6). Beware of 
basing the consciousness of the dead on one figurative parable. 
You'il create more problems than you solve by literalizing the 
clearly figurative Jewish story of Hades. 


WRAPPING IT UP 


Just how valid is the torturous hell idea? It's a lot tess valid 
than we've historically believed. And in my ongoing restudy of the 
subject, I'm becoming more and more convinced that it is not 
valid at all. CO 

305 S. Skinker, St. Louis, Missouri 51012 


FEMALE MINISTERS - from page 6 


social status points go to those who perform during the sanctified 
assembly time. Ultimately, church work is rediced to the mere 
maintenance of the institution. 

Our minds need a spring cleaning. We need to realize that Jesus 
isn't primarily interested in our programs or services. He cares 
about people! The sphere of work to which He directed us is in 
the world. 

The problem isn't that women want to do more, but that they don't 
want to do enough! 

For centuries women have been restricted to work within the 
hoise, secure, surrounded by family, but not allowed to develop 
and intermingle to a large enough degree with the outside world. 
Many of us yearned to break out of the walls that surrounded us. 
Now we have exactly what we thought we wanted. Yet suddenly there 
seems to be a mass edifice complex! I can almost hear Satan 
laughing. 

Women disturbed over their alloted role may never realize they 
are no longer ugly ducklings but swans! 

From what standpsint are women looking ? If the concern is really 
service, is it for serving the church or for the church serving the 
world, where it is needed? Is it worthwhile work we want? Or the 
false status that churchism promotes ? 

A minister in its most general sense simply means a servant. 
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Any servant of our Lord is a minister, male or female. Women 
need to consider themselves such. God has deemed us worthy 
enough to step outside the safe security of family surroundings. We 
only need to take the risk and grow. As always with God, what 
seemed at first to be defeat turned out to be victory. Trust Him 
and serve Him. 


140-C Brunswick Drive, Columbus, Indiana 47201 
Editor's Note ; 


We are thankful that Susan Mullins has pointed out something that 
many of our sisters seem to have overlooked; that is, that “out 
there’ in the world there is all manner of freedom for women to 
exercise their God-given talents to "minister" to those who need it. 

Our 20th century Christian women feel that the modern church 
has relegated them to the role of non-involvement in church affairs 
and that their talents and leadership abilities are being repressed 
by a male-dominated hierarchy who would rather they “stay in 
their place.’' There is no denying that women have a legitimate 
complaint, and that the restrictions placed on them are far more 
stringent than those enjoined by scripture. Their's is an untapped 
source of talent, and the role they play in the ecclesiastical order 
is far from fulfilling, But in their desire to become a part of the 
"establishment", they should keep in mind that most, if not all, of 
our church problems originate WITH the establishment! CI 





| WRITTEN DISCUSSION 
__ If you are interested in a written discussion between Buff Scott, 
dr. and Dan Walters on the subject of "The Authenticity of the 
‘Church of Christ", send 75¢ plus postage to Buff Scott, Jr., 1003 
Pilot Ave., Cherokee, IA 51012. 


EDITORIAL - ROMANS 14 - from page 2 


honored God by following his convictions. He honestly believed that 
God cared about what he ate, that it was a divine requirement that 
He had enjoined on all, and he lived in submission to that belief. 
This is how God is honored, by submission. Likewise he would 
have been in rebellion to God had he NOT submitted to his belief. 
Some of our brethren who hold similar, powerful convictions would 
tell us that in order to uphold scripture they must condemn those 
whom they consider to be in doctrinal error. But what does Paul 
say about the matter. Cool it! ‘Who are you to pass judgment on 
your brother ?'' God will uphold him because he shows honor and 
by living up to his convictions he worships. This is all that God 
has asked. Therefore those who condemn others who interpret 
scripture differently from themselves will find no support in Rom. 
14—and no doubt the reason why this chapter is neglected. What a 
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attribute it is only reasonable that He should be gtven some 
satisfaction to remove the outrage of sin... Man has sin- 
ned against God and has incurred His displeasure and con- 
demnation. God rightly exacts the penalty of a broken law. 
He cannot free the sinner until the demands of justice are 
satisfied. Christ's death fully satisfied these demands. 
Henry Theissen, Lectures in Systematic Theology (Wm. B. 
Eerdmans Publ. Co.), p. 324. 


Divine justice is not a take-it-or-leave-it affair in the court of 
heaven. It is a divine requirement and is not therefore optional. 





GOD'S HOLINESS 


It is true that brethren argue that God is Just and that he demands 
perfect obedience; but lest some be confused, it is not God's justice 
that demands perfect obedience, but law! Justice is that which 
"makes even" after law is broken. But even more basic than law 
is God's HOLINESS, the very foundation of his throne—from which 
law is drawn—that calls for absolute perfection. "God reigneth 
over the heathen: God sitteth upon the throne of his holiness” (Ps. 
47:8; cf. Ps. 89:14; 97:2). It is for this reason of his holiness that 
man needs and must have a Mediator, a perfect Representative to 
enter the Divine Presence on our behalf as we offer our lives as a 
living sacrifice. Only through Christ is the offer accepted. This is 
that which is symbolized all through the Old Testament in sacrifice, 
the earliest form of worship, the innocent~ without spot or blemish— 
for the guilty, the clean for the unclean, life for life, all pointing 
to Christ the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world. The 
very fact that Christ is still our Mediator makes itevident that even 
though we are saved, we are "unworthy servants". If it be true 
that the Christian is made or has righteousness in himself after he 
is forgiven, then he wouldn’t need a mediator, for then he could 
approach the throne of holiness on his own merit. But he who is an 
unworthy servant, though justified, can only mean that his standing 
before God is on the Merit of Another, Jesus our Righteousness. 
He who believes that his standing is based on his own righteousness 
is deceived and he does not give God the glory. 


Holiness is God's most fundamental attribute, for it denotes his 
perfection in all other attributes. It signifies his complete re- 
moval from all that is profane. Nothing or no one who falls short 
of absolute perfection is allowed into the Holy Presence of God. 
“No one comes to the Father but by me", says the Lord. ‘Be ye 
holy as I am holy" can come through no one except Jesus Christ. 


It is not a matter of theologians confusing the issue with "spec- 
ulative theories", but a matter of listening to what they are saying. 
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(The following is in reference to the November, 1980 editorial) 


TO THE EDITOR 


If your editorial meant to say that those who are Christians should 
also be voters in our democratic political system, I can agree 
heartedly. But there should not be aconfusion of roles. With re- 
spect to God, they are Christians. With respect to the state, they 
are citizens. 


Jesus himself made this distinction when he said to render unto 
Caesar the things that are Caesar's and unto God the things that 
are God's. In voting, citizens discharge their civic role, supporting 
the pojitical process and looking toward the goal of security, happi- 
ness, and well-being of all citizens. The relationship of the two 
roles may be clarified by saying that the citizen never violates his 
basic commitments to God. 


In drawing this distinction between the two roles and in keeping 
with the fundamental constitutional doctrine of separation of church 
and state, I view with profound distrust any movement to organize 
Christians, or any group of Christians such as Evangelicals, 
Catholics, or Baptists as pressure groups and voting blocs. Nothing 
is more odious to me than the spectacle of preachers thundering 
from their pulpits that ''God wants you to vote for __.' Some 
Church of Christ preachers did that in 1960. Some repeated it in 
1980. 


I realize that the Church of Christ would not identify with the 
Moral Majority or any other politicized right-wing evangelical 
group Simply because it is exclusivist. But I would hazard the 
guess that its members voted more fully along the Moral Majority 
line than did the majority of the evangelicals. 


What is wrong with the Moral Majority? In the first place, it 
breaches the two-role pattern Christ specified for his disciples. In 
the second place, it threatens to undermine our basic political 
order. In the third place, I can find nothing moral about the tests 
it applied to candidates. Consider afew. (1) It was "immoral" for 
the Carter administration to return the Panama Canal to the people 
of Panama from whom we Seized it by force 80 years ago. Can one 
seriously say that God was opposed to the return of the canal? (2) 
It is "immoral" to oppose efforts to put formal prayer back into the 
schools under the authority of the teachers and administrators—in 
effect state-run prayers. It has taken the West centuries to break 
the control of religion from the hands of the state. Children are 
now completely free to pray in school fully in keeping with the kind 
of prayer Jesus taught his disciples to follow—enter the privacy of 

(turn to back cover) 
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CONCERNING ELDERS (Series) Part 5 


“SHEPHERDS” 


Jack R. Hackworth 


Metaphorically those who do the work of a bishop are called 
shepherds, and Christ's disciples are called sheep. There is some 
likeness between the natural shepherd taking care of sheep and the 
bishop taking care of God's people. We need to understand and 
apply this, and much of it has been set forth in the past discussions 
of the meaning of the word bishop; the bishop, or shepherd, leads 
the sheep; he looks over them, visits among them, inspects them 
for relief, takes care of them. However there may be more points 
of difference between the natural and the metaphorical than there 
are those of similarity between the two, and we also need to recog- 
nize the differences and appreciate them. 


In the metaphorical the shepherds are also sheep having the same 
strengths, weaknesses and needs as the rest. The sheep have the 
same access to the feed, water and salt supply as do the shepherds. 
This we recognize was not always true before Christ’s teaching 
was documented. The sheep have the same access to the chief 
shepherd and to Almighty God as do the shepherds. The sheep even 
have the responsibility of knowing whether or not the shepherds are 
leading them aright, and if they are not so leading, of admonishing, 
exhorting, and even reproving the shepherds (1 Tim. 5:19-20). The 
shepherds are subject to the sheep as well as the sheep to the 
shepherds (Eph. 5:21, 1 Pet. 5:5). If a sheep turns from the direc-~ 
tion the shepherd wants him to go, the shepherd has no authority to 
set the dogs on him and force him, or to rope him and drag him 
back where the shepherd wants him. The shepherd can only exhort, 
admonish and plead, and any sheep can do likewise. The shepherd 
can not shear, worm, drench, dock, castrate, or ear-mark the 
sheep; neither can he butcher one, eat his flesh and sell his hide, 
nor can he trade the sheep off if he does not like him in his flock. 
The sheep have the same obligation of knowing and doing God's will 
as do the shepherds, and in any given case some of the sheep may 
have better knowledge, a brighter perception, anda greater under- 
standing than do the shepherds. Yes, there are a lot of differences, 
aren't there ? 


RULE AND RULERS 


The etymology of the word rule is given by Webster's as model, 
therefore guide or example or leader. Various lexicographers 
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give the literal or primary meaning of the word translated rule in 
Hebrews 13 (hegeomai). as lead, guide, govern; and the word used 
in Romans 12:8, 1 Tim. 3:4,5, 12, and 5:17 (proistemi) to place or 
set before or over=also this same word in 1 Thess. 5:12. To set 
or place before is in complete harmony with lead and guide and 
example. To set_gyver is to make a head or Lord, and such man is 
forbidden to be among God's people as we shall examine later. A 
leader is one who goes before, and not one who sits back issuing 
orders and directives for others to carry out; he is one who sets an 
example. Christian authority is "the word of God's grace", "the 
perfect law of liberty", ‘the law of the Spirit of life", "the scrip- 
tures inspired of God", "the doctrine of Christ", ''the things writ- 
ten". In Hebrews 13:7 is this reading in our common translations, 
",.. those who had the rule over you." Some translate “your 
guides", “your leaders". They are identified as: 1) 'tmen that spoke 
the word of God to you"; and 2) "Consider the manner of their life 
and imitate their faith.'’ These "rulers", guides, leaders therefore 
were men who spoke, taught God's word and practiced it in their 
lives; they lived lives worthy of imitating. If one asserts that the 
rulers mentioned in verses 17 and 24 are any different than those 
described in verse 7, he is obligated to present the proof and show 
the difference. 


We have considered the word rule as it is used in this connection 
in our common translations. There are two kinds of rule, and both 
Jesus and Peter recognized them, and they both prohibit or forbid 
the one kind and command the other. In Matthew 20:25-28, Jesus 
said, "The rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and their great 
ones exercise authority over them. Not so shall it be among you...” 
and 1 Peter 5:3, to the presbuteroi who are exhorted to take the 
bishopric, “neither as lording it over the charge allotted to you, 
but making yourselves ensamples to the flock."" In all this we have 
the Holy Spirit teaching older men to take care of God's called out 
people by leading, guiding and being examples. They are expressly 
and categorically forbidden to exercise authority over, or to lord it 
over God's people, even as women are forbidden to usurp authority 
over a man (1 Tim. 2:12). 


AUTHORITY OF PRESBUTEROI (OR BBHOP) 


We are assured that God has not spoken to men in a "heavenly 
tongue", ecclesiastical] language, or terms which only specially 
endowed men can understand, but rather He has spoken in common 
parlance. A sixth grade grammar school pupil, if he has learned 
his lesson, can read the English translations that scholars have 
given us of God's word, use a dictionary and understand what 
scholars have said about these words, their meaning and use. How- 
ever after one has been mistaught, it is difficult for him to Isy 
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aside the fanciful interpretations and use of words and get down to 
simple basics, and some would lose face by doing so. Others per- 
haps would lose jobs and money by doing so. Rather than making 
my personal comments and observations on "authority of bishops”, 
I quote excerpts from scholarly men and venerable brethren. All 
these quotations can be found in a book, ‘Restoration Ideas on 
Church Organization", compiled by J. Ridley Stroop. I commend 
brother Stroop for his research and service in this work, and I 
recommend that you buy the book. 


Philalethes (the Millennial Harbinger), concerning authority vest- 
ed in clergy (men), 


As to the scriptural terms upon which they rest their 
pretensions, when correctly translated, they yield no sup-~ 
port... As to the term hegeomai which the clergy have 
translated by their favorite term rule (Heb. 13:7, 17, 24), its 
primative and proper acceptation is...remote from the 
work of ruling. It signifies, I lead the van, I stimulate or 
lead on by example set... 


William Lipscomb: 


.. + We have never yet seen in the New Testament the least 
ground for the authority of certain individuals, termed 
officers, to act independently of the congregation... 


David Lipscomb: 


All the authority they (bishops) possess in any matter is 
the moral weight their wisdom and devotion carry with 
them... The elders are not to rule by official authority or 
power, but to do it in love...the whole authority is in the 
word of God... The whole evil has grown out of false 
notions concerning official power and thirst for power 
among "so-called" officials. Whenever a man or set of 
men...assume to exercise authority in a church by virtue 
of some official appointment, or to assert they have rights 
and authority as officers above others and assume to exert 
their rights without the full consent and approval of the 
members, they should be resisted even to the disruptionof 
the body. They are lording it over God's heritage. ..it is 
the right of every member of a congregation to know and 
to be heard in every work taken by that congregation. The 
elders are not to rule by arbitrary authority, as lords 
over God's heritage, but in all matters it is their duty to 
let every act of the congregation be known to all and to 
satisfy everyone of the rightness of the proposed action, 
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and to hear every man's objection and seek to remove them 
as examples to the flock... They are to make no rules of 
their own, as though they were lords or rulers over the 
house of God. They have no authority, save to carry out 
the laws of God, and so set an example of fidelity to God... 


E. G. Sewell: 


Hence elders and deacons, whatever may be meant by these 
terms, can do nothing by what is termed official authority 
into which they are to be installed by something called 
ordination... There shall be none in the church that have 
authority over others... (Acts 20:28 in KJV). We simply 
state that the word over in this expression, is from the 
Greek word en. This preposition occurs over twenty seven 
hundred times in the New Testament, and is no where 
translated over. Mostly the word is translated in. It does 
seem that our translators were determined to have the 
idea of office, whether or not... The only way by which 
any man can rule in the house of God, is by teaching or 
presenting the word of God.... Unfortunately, a large 
number of the elders have the wrong conception of their 
authority altogether. 


The word of God is authority whether presented by older, younger, 
male or female, or if standing alone without any present human 
presentation. The word of God is sole and only authority. 


2100 Lusk Street, Guntersville, Alabama 35976 





A Further Comment - Buff Scott, Jr. 


My good brother Kilpatrick has granted me permission to say a 
further word about my letter and his reply which made their appear- 
ance in the November, 1980 issue on the pros and cons of evangeli- 
stic efforts. 


No one is any more supportive of evangelistic efforts than I. 
God's new Israel is commissioned to go into the whole world and 
announce the good news about Jesus to all who will listen. I do not 
believe it is as much a question of making the best application of 
the general principles taught in the sacred documents as it is a 
question of who or what is responsible for handling that commission. 


(turn to page 10) 
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What Is The Safest Way? 


Olan Hicks 


If you had to be off course in one way or the other, either overly 
liberal or overly conservative, which would you choose as least 
hazardous spiritually? Or, to put it another way, if you had to 
meet God in the day of judgment as an ultra-liberal or an ultra- 
conservative, which would you choose as the "safest" position? I 
realize the words “liberal"’ and ‘'conservative"’ mean different 
things to different people, but it is not essential to our point here 
to define them precisely because we are talking only about fear of 
erring intwo different directions and the relative balance between 
the two. There seems to have developed the widespread assumption 
that there is no such thing as divine displeasure with one for being 
too conservative. Many seem to see God as having a short temper 
with liberalism, but a temper that is virtually limitless when it 
comes to errors in the opposite direction. They seem to equate 
conservatism with goodness and, while they may agree that one 
should not overdo it, yet they see that as a harmless mistake and 
not really any threat to the soul. In other words, we are very 
liberal toward conservatism but very conservative toward liberal- 
ism. ‘When in doubt, the most conservative way is the safest way", 
seems to be the philosophy of many Christians. What this boils 
down to is the notion that the only spiritual danger lies in the direc- 
tion of liberalism and that there is none in the direction of conser- 
vatism. This concept has led many to adopt doctrinal positions 
which deliberately retreat far from the line of demarcation between 
the two, being much more conservative than the Bible, but justifying 
that by saying, "I am just making sure I do not go liberal. I am 
playing it safe." But is this really playing it safe? 


I believe that these assurances of ''safe ground" need to be taken 
to the Bible and restudied in the light of what God himself has said 
on the matter. First, there is no such thing as a “safe way" to 
deviate from the word of God. ‘Ye shall not turn aside to the right 
hand or to the left'' (Deut. 5:32). "Ye shall not add unto the word 
which I command you, neither shall ye diminish ought from it, that 
ye may keep the commandments of the Lord your God..." (Deut. 
4:2; see also Rev. 22:17-18). A doctrinal position, therefore, is not 
made right or wrong, safe or unsafe, by virtue of its being conser- 
vative in nature or liberal, but by whether or not it is contained in 
the word of God. It is not the purpose of this article to approve 
excessive liberalism nor excessive conservatism, but simply to 
put them into proper perspective. How can a turn to the right be 
better than a turn to the left if neither is according to God's 
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orders? A turnin either direction would simply be a wrong turn 
in that case. The diligent Bible student must set his sighté on 
being accurate according to the written word, for this is the only 
~ approved standard for measuring a viewpoint (2 Tim. 3:16- 
17). 


But suppose you are not sure exactly what the teaching of scrip- 
ture is on a certain point, is conservatism then the safest course? 
I believe there is good reason to answer, ''No."" First, if you find 
no clear cut, definite answer in scripture on the point, then rest 
assured, it is not a matter of salvation of the soul. Anything vital 
to the saving of the soul is clearly stated in scripture (2 Pet. 1:3). 
Secondly, stop and ponder for a moment the basic tone of the entire 
New Testament. Is it not true that the most constant criticism 
Jesus offered the religious leaders of his time was against their 
conservatism? He said they ''strained at gnats.'' That's tedious 
ultra-conservatism. In doing so, they "swallowed camels," that is 
they gulped down a large amount of error. Jesus said they tithed 
the minute herbs of the field, tedious legalism, but "omitted the 
weightier matters of the law," which is usually the result of hyper- 
conservatism. We fail in some important things while giving undue 
attention to some tiny things. Jesus said they created heavy, 
grevious burdens, in the form of restrictive commandments, and 
bound them upon people, and were guilty before God for not trying 
to make those burdens lighter (Mat. 23:4). Was their way of 
heavier burdens really a "safe'’ way? Jesus emphatically says no. 
Many times the Lord condemned their legalism, in essence their 
hyper-conservatism. But I have never read where he condemned 
anyone for being too lenient with an offender, too forgiving, for 
being too patient with misled people, or for being too kind to 
Sinners. Clearly it is correct, according to the New Testament 
record, to picture the Pharisees and lawyers as a bunch of ultra- 
conservative, legalists, whose "'conservatism" caused them to see 
Jesus as avery liberal "glutton and winebibber, a friend of publi- 
cans and sinners" (Mat. 11:19). Now, who did the wil] of God most 
perfectly, these Pharisees or Jesus? Can you imagine, by their 
standards even the Son of God himself did not ''measure up," at 
least so they thought. But in reality they were the ones who did not 
measure up to God's standards. Jesus said of them, ‘The publicans 
and harlots go into the kingdom of God before you" (Mat. 21:31). 
Honestly, now, what was their problem? Were they too kind? Too 
forgiving? Too tolerant? Too liberal? Not the way Jesus saw it. 
They persistently saw him as too liberal. In the matter of healing 
on the Sabbath day he rejected their conservative "safe way'' and 
chose the more liberal route of putting the man's healing above 
adherence to their interpretation of sabbath law. In the case of the 
woman taken in adultery, he rejected their legal "conviction" of her 
and chose to freely forgive her, an attitude quite liberal in nature. 
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In relating to publicans, harlots, sinners and the such like, he was 
obviously much more generous than they, so much so that they 
called him a friend of sinners. It seems that every time there was 
a clash between them over a matter of judgment, Jesus invariably 
chose the more liberal, charitable way and denounced the ultra- 
conservative, Pharisaic way. We should also remember that in the 
parable Jesus gave of the 'talents,'’ the servant who was condemned 
as wicked and slothful, was the “one talent man,"’ who was so con- 
servative that he was afraid to do anything so he buried his talent 
and did nothing. He tried to "play it safe." As a result he was not 
productive, not fruitful of all. It would seem better then to risk 
doing a good deed mistakenly than to risk doing nothing out of fear 
that it might not be approved. 


The basic characteristics of Christ set forth in our New Testa- 
ment, follow such a clear pattern of charity, grace, tolerance, 
kindness, etc., that if I were in doubt about a matter and had to 
guess about it, I would certainly consider it safer to base that guess 
on these features, not on those that lean in the opposite direction, 
which are so foreign to the natureof Christ as revealed in the Bible. 


We certainly do not want to make any mistakes, to turn either to 
the right hand or the left. But we need to unload this idea that in 
case of doubt, the most conservative, legalistic way is necessarily 
the safest way. The entire New Testament indicates otherwise. 
Jesus so sternly denounced the Pharisees, for they symbolized 
the crystallized preoccupation with law, with externals, with cus- 
tom-made convictions (Mat. 23:13). Phariseeism is today a great 
obstacle to the full realization of truth for many people. That basic 
concept was incompatible with Christ personally, it was incompat- 
ible with Christianity as he gave it, and he said it tended to make 
the converts to it children of hell (Mat. 23:15). Yet this is basically 
the very attitude considered by many Christians now to be the 
"safest way'’. Jesus recognized Phariseeism as the great foe of 
the kingdom of heaven as an inner potential in man, and he openly 
commanded, ‘Beware ye of the leaven of the Pharisees, which is 
hypocrisy" (Luke 12:1). 


I hope, of course, to stand in judgment as one who is exactly 
right on every matter. But if I have to risk being off course in 
some direction, I would prefer to stand there having been too tol- 
erant, too humble, too merciful, too kind, indeed too "liberal, " 
than to be off course in the very direction Jesus so clearly denoun- 
ced. How in the world did that ever get to be the thought of so 
widely as "the safest way ?" 


P.O. Box 1253, Searcy, Arkansas 72143 
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Continued from page 6 


It is true that God did not specify how those divine or general 
principles are to be advanced, insofar as non-particulars are con- 
cerned. But he did specify that his.new commonwealth declare the 
saving message. I  supposeny basic point is that God's new com- 
munity cannot delegate the work of proclamation, either as a whole 
or in part, to a corporation, society, association, theological 
school, Bible College, or organization without discrediting God's 
wisdom in the affairs of humankind or, in this case, Christiankind. 


Brother Kilpatrick is correct in referring to the "cooperative 
efforts” of Philip, Peter, John, and Paul. Their efforts were co- 
ordinated, thus cooperative. But "cooperative efforts’ as such is 
not the point at hand. The point is that these men did not organize 
themselves into a corporation, society, Bible College, or theologi- 
cal school to achieve their objectives. It is not likely that Paul 
would have said to Peter and the rest of the apostles: ‘Men and 
brethren, God has called us to do a great work. We can best aug- 
ment his commission by forming a Proclamation Society and elect- 
ing a president, vice-president, and treasurer. We will then send 
a letter to all of the elders at the hands of Mark and Philip, admon- 
ishing all of the congregations to send their financial support to 
impliment God's commission. They were that society! They ac— 
complished their evangelistic feats through individual Christian 
action. Hear me out. We have organized ourselves out of practical 
existence. The simple, unceremonious, and unsophisticated ways 
of the early saints in reaching their evangelistic goals have been 
substituted in our age by fancy edifices and corporations that run 
up into the millions and millions of dollars. And when it is all over 
and finished we have nothing left but a lot of fancy buildings, equip- 
ment, and "refined'' methods. The world is still out there and lost. 


Listen to me: Crucades, "Gospel Meetings,‘ Vacation Bible 
schools, missionary and benevolent societies, theological schools, 
Bible Colleges, lectureships, and brotherhood conferences will 
never take the placeof individual Christian action! It was individual 
Christian action that reaped the harvest of souls 2000 years ago. 
Societies, corporations, and Colleges would have simply gotten in 
the way of progress, as they do today. They did not need them then. 
We do not need them today. We need hearts that are dedicated to 
Jes:is and devoted to the cause of worldwide evangelism. We need 
not be married to these extra organizations that enslave our time 
and talents and rob us of our money. Papal Rome is an example of 
where sophisticated organizing will lead us. Need I say more? 


1003 Pilot Avenue, Cherokee, Iowa 51012 
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THE INSTITUTIONAL MIND 


Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


Buff Scott, Jr.'s recent letter to ENSIGN and brother Kilpatrick's 
reply regarding "institutions'' and the work of the church set me to 
thinking about this relationship and the kind of thinking which pro- 
duces "sides" on these kind of questions. Permit me to wander 
around these topics out loud for a few paragraphs. 


First, some context to my thoughts. I have spent the last four 
years on two state university campuses in a Ph.D. program. As 
such, I have had a chance to get a first hand look at the way one 
strata of people attempt to solve proglems, deal with needs, ad- 
dress issues. For those who think there is nothing worse than 
governmental bureaucracy, I have some news: Come to a university 
Campus and deal with its level of hierarchies. From department 
heads to committees to deans to regents to benefactors, issues and 
decisions are bandied about ad infinitum. Much man and woman- 
power is squandered in endless squabbling and debating. Such is 
the nature of institutions, public and private. They are most often 
well-meaning, even laudable. Some things do get done, albeit 
ardously and embarrassingly slow. But there are no substitutes for 
one person acting one-on-one with a problem. After rounds of 
deliberations, meeting after meeting, even the simplest tasks can 
take on such magnitude that no one individual can authorize their 
performance. 


If you're getting the idea that I think institutions can be ineffectual 
plodding, counterproductive, more trouble than they're worth, 
you're correct. Yet I understand the motivations behind them. 
Pooled time, energy and resources can sometimes accomplish an 
objective more quickly, with more skill and finesse, but very sel- 
dom have I found. But that, unfortunately, is an institution at its 
best: infrequently successful. At its worst, an institution can be- 
come an end in itself; starting as a "service'’ organization, it can 
quickly become a served institution. To paraphrase F.D. Srygley's 
comment at the turn of the century, no sooner are _ institutional 
structures erected than they begin immediately planning for their 
self-survival—even when they have outlived their purpose. Hence 
the legislation of "sunshine laws" in our own federal government 
to prevent this kind of inefficiency and obsolescence. 
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There exists something which may be labelled ''the institutional 
mind" which says the best way to get things done is to organize, 
have committees, make plans, implement agendas and so on. Such 
minds are all around us, but even conspicuously within the church. 
Now the restoration movement has been amazingly free of such 
things because of the strength of the Campbells, Srygleys and 
Lipscombs in our heritage—yet they have crept in here and there 
over the past century, sometimes innocuously, but more often to 
great harm. Some have built colleges, others publications; most 
recently, some have organized a "'sisterhood" which operates and 
supports all manner of TV/radio programs, orphan and nursing 
homes and independent "ministeries."' The "biblical arguments" 
about these questions~ the debates, the Arlington meetings, et. al., 
are really quite uninteresting to me—at least in terms of the dis- 
secting and manipulationof the scriptures which usually takes place 
on both sides. What is more interesting and relevant to the dis- 
cipleship we’re called to is the mind~set which produces the con- 
flicts in the first place. 


Let me make my biases explicit. I am not impressed with the 
20th century and feel fortunate to have been freed of what C.S. 
Lewis has called ''chronological snobbery." I have no pretense that 
just because "this is the 20th century" any disciple of Christ must 
behave in any manner unique to his/her times. What that means is, 
I don't believe there is any task the Lord has given his people col- 
lectively or individually that demands any special organization or 
institution to accomplish it. The Lord is pretty tight-lipped about 
organization it seemsS—so much so that when one looks at the work 
of Jesus he is amazed that He and his motely crew of has-beens and 
hever-wases got anything done. But they did. And they did, not 
because they took a seminar in demographics or knew how to 
manipulate the media, but because, well, because they trusted in 
the power of God to accomplish His will through them. I agree, I'm 
afraid, with Malcom Muggeridge that were Jesus and his apostles 
here today, they'd avoid the ''media" in the same way Jesus avoided 
the devil in the three temptations. I make it a point to mistrust the 
"modern" on principle. That probably makes me a bit anachronistic 
at times, but the transparent failure of importing "technique" into 
the faith of our fathers to any good purpose confirms my suspicions. 


Thus, when a brother comes to me and Says the widows won't be 
fed or the nations won't hear the gospel or the destitute won't get 
any Clothes unless his organization gets into my or the local 
church's budget, I am slightly skeptical. But, lest my conservative 
brethren too quickly celebrate, I must add that I feel the same way 
about them when they imply that unless one subscribes to their 
publications the world won't be safe for Christianity or that our 
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churches would be preacherless in a generation if it weren't for a 
certain southeastern junior college. What's missing in this "insti- 
tutional mind" (whether "liberal" or "conservative") is a firm trust 
in God's purposes and His capacity for accomplishing them. Have 
we never read Esther? "Relief and deliverance. ..will arise from 
another place... And who knows but that you have come to (this) 
position for such a time as this?" (Esther 4:14). God's will will be 
done—with or without our help. 


We all do make our compromises. I'm writing this article for 
ENSIGN in the hopes that some will read it whol! believe need to 
read it; this medium allows me to reach more than I ever could in 
a personal appearance, by phone or even in personal letters (though 
my wife will attest I sometimes spend more time in personal cor- 
respondence than in my school work). Yet I have no illusions that 
this article is a substitute for spreading the gospel one on one or 
helping my neighbor through a crisis or making sure that my child- 
ren know the Lord. It is a momentary diversion, a whistling past 
the graveyard, the starting of a rumor. But "the wind bloweth 
where it wills...'’ and far be it from any of us to declare by just 
what means, what trivial or nondescript means, God might use to 
“sum up all things in Christ. " 


1109-B Brackenridge Apts., Austin, Texas 78703 
——_—_——_—_—$_—_— rrr — rrr 


Idealism & Reality — EDITOR 


As with bro. Edwards, let me ramble around the area a bit and 
then we will consider the subject closed. Since none of us believe 


(Iam assuming) that 'methods"have any bearing on the salvation of 
one's soul, then all of us are free to disagree as we may choose. 
To me it seems that we're discussing "idealism" versus "reality" 
in the area of evangelism. The ideal for converting the world, as 
stated by bro. Edwards, is on a ''one~on-one" basis, and we can 
find no fault with this. Admittedly, the attempt to evangelize the 
world through "institutions" is far from ideal (the "church" is an 
institution, incidentally), but is there a more efficient way? Let's 
not render the church inactive while waiting around for the ideal to 
happen. It won't. The church is not going to evangelize the world 
on a one-on-one basis, nor will it be done by institutions. As Keith 
Mitchell pointed out in his MISSION article, it would take a catas- 
trophe to motivate some of us to evangelize, as individuals. 


So it seems that the method of evangelizing the world boils down 
to a choice between the institutional program method, i.e., mass 
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media (Herald of Truth), campaigns, lectureships, literature, etc., 
and the much slower method of waiting around for the ideal to 
miraculously transpire. My contention all along has been that God 
is pleased with whatever the best method may be, which is left to 
“human wisdom" to determine~ if on a one-on-one basis, fine. 


If there be such a thing as a scriptural ideal on how to evangelize 
the world, it would have to be the one given by Jesus Himself when 
he said, ''The kingdom of heaven is like leaven which a woman took 
and hid in three measures of meal, till it was all leavened" (Mat. 
13:33). Leaven (used figuratively for "teaching'') works when it 
touches and contaminates the particle next to it, and eventually 
contaminates the whole lump. The kingdom spreads when the gos- 
pel leaven touches the heart of the sinner, and from the converted 
sinner to whomever he touches with the gospel, and eventually until 
the whole world is converted. This is the ideal. But suppose the 
chain is broken? Who then does the converting? Who has the re- 
sponsibility? Surely it becomes the responsibility of the universal 
church to step in where the one-on-one idea fails. And how can 
the church universal do it except through its institutions, through 
organized missionary efforts and its mass media programs, etc.? 
These efforts are surely not wrong within themselves, even though 
they may only be the second line of defense (and offense) against 
Satan. Now, the abuse that may come through the overzealousness 
of one church, or a group of brethren lusting for power, does not 
disqualify the principle, even though it may disqualify the method 
as the "best way to do it." 


Admittedly, the Christian leaven of ovr people works in strange 
fashion. Instead of a one-on-one affair, i.e., one Christian con- 
verting the sinner next door, the method is to leap from Texas (for 
example) to spread our leaven in Africa, from Tennessee to Spain, 
or from Alabama to South America, leaving the millions in between 
unleavened. In other words, the kingdom is not spreading in the 
manner illustrated by Jesus. But as I see it, it is not a matter upon 
the scripturalness of the method. It is nothing more than a matter 
of selecting the best means of doing the job. 


Now, if a group of Christians got together and suggested that they 
concentrate their efforts on mission work, and even seeking finan- 
cial help from other congregations, this does not establish the group 
as a “human” institution any more than a local community of saints 
constitutes such an institution. Those who would form such a group 
for such a purpose are still Christians and Christians are God's 
ecclesia doing their own thing. There is no way possible for a group 
of saved people (a "church", if you prefer) to do a church work 
through a human institution except to hire non-Christians, ora 
non-Christian organization, to do the work for them. When Christ- 
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ians do it, it is the church doing it, because Christians and church 
are synonymous. 


The principle is the same whether we deal with mission work, 
benevolence, or if we set up schools to teach the Bible. These are 
the three prime areas of church work, and God has not specified 
how they are to be carried out except through the church. In the 
Corinthian letter, Paul pointed out that the body is made up of 
people with diversified abilities which is necessary for the proper 
functioning of the body. If such diversification is good for a local 
community of sajnts, would it not also be good for the church uni- 
versal? Meaning, it is possible to have individual congregations 
within a group of congregations with talents peculiar to itself; for 
example, one body may have the skill, money, and opportunity to 
do mission work, while another body may be especially adapted for 
benevolent work. Would you refer to either of these as "human" 
institutions because they do just one part of church work? [If not, 
what is the difference between this body of saints and the one we 
mentioned above who banded themselves together to do only mission 
work? 


It is a mistake for local communities of saints to think of them- 
selves as being totally autonomous, in the sense of total separation 
from all other saints. The church is ONE! Every local congre- 
gation has the same responsibility as the next, and the church uni- 
versal has the same responsibility as the local. If a work can be 
performed on a local level, then it can be performed on a world- 
wide level through cooperation. If the universal church bands itself 
together to do the total work of the church, then the church is free 
to do it. 


I agree with bro's. Scott and Edwards that the church is much too 
institutional. This applies to cooperative as well as non-cooperative 
churches. However, to be institutional means much more than 
having those so-called "extra" organizations, like orphan homes, 
missionary societies, colleges, etc., or programs, campaigns, 
seminars, and workshops. These are not extra organizations but 
"methods" selected by the institution to carry out the work of the 
church. They are primarily motivational and without them there 
would be very little done. Let's face it, we're not going to motivate 
ourselves to do church work, to get out and knock on doors. It's 
going to take a "Mid MacKnight" and a 5-day seminar to get us 
moving. It won't last, of course. The zeal fades away; but for the 
present, it's the only game jn town. When something better comes 
along, these workshops, programs, etc., will phase out in favor of 
newer and, hopefully, better methods; and that's what they are— 
"methods". They are not institutions within an institution, nor are 
they the product of the institutional mind-set. They are the result 
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of brethren searching for better ways of doing what the Lord com- 
manded and of which He has given them the freedom to search. 


To me, the institutional mind-set are those who see the church 
as only an "organization" rather than a ''community of saints'' who 
have orderly arranged the work of the church. There's a consider- 
able difference between achurch organization and achurch organiz= 
ed. When brethren structure the institution with "official" positions 
filled by ordained" officers to "rule" over the rest with "authority’, 
then they have created a legal corporation instead of a brotherhood. 
Where else can "officials" with ''authority"' rule except in a legal 
institution? You can't have one without the other. 


The church is an organization only in the sense that its members 
have come together to plan the work of the church in an orderly 
fashion, to set goals, to determine the method of carrying them 
out, and to arrange for the results, i.e., teaching new converts 
and eventually incorporating them into the “work force". The 
methods used to do these things are "means" to an end, and not the 
end themselves~whether it be orphan homes, missionary societies, 
colleges, or whatever. And, right here, let’s make distinction 
between principle and the abuse of principle. Suppose there have 
been abuses in colleges, societies, and such like, does this nullify 
the principle? As they say, let's not throw the baby out with the 
bathwater. Much of our church arrangements, and what we do "in 
church", is right to do only because the principle is right. For 
example, our paid, professional, located preacher system is not 
taught in scripture, and if it be right, then it would de right because 
the principle is right. Shall we do away with the preacher position 
because of abuses among preachers? {some would say "yes", but 
that’s another discussion). The principle we're talking about is the 
principle of necessity—which some call "expediency". The princi- 
ple of need is that which authorizes methods. Iam not as sold on 
our present methods as one ought to be who argues for such, but 
the point is, let’s not declare a method "unscriptural" just because 
it may not work. We should keep trying until we find one that does. 
Brethren should stop looking for "patterns" and "thus saith the 
Lords" when clearly there are none given. 


I realize that if brethren measure these remarks by the legal 
yardstick, they can tear them to pieces. But since we don't live 
under such a legalistic system, then brethren must deal with them 
from the standpoint of logic and common sense, and then determine 
which way is best. Either way, these are my thoughts on the sub- 
ject and others are free to disagree as they see fit. a 
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FOUR “FACTS” — Dan Rogers 


The verdict is in! In one of his last "official" acts as editor of 
Gospel Guardian, brother James W. Adams has declared that he 
cannot endorse” this writer as being "sound in the faith once 
delivered.'"' This pronouncement by brother Adams was based upon 
four "'facts'' which brother Dan Walters felt "obligated" to report to 
brother Adams. It is these four "facts" that this article is concern~ 
ed with. 


"Fact" number one: With reference to this writer, bro. Walters 
stated, ‘'He extends the right hand of fellowship to institutional 
brethren, does not make the institutional issue a test of fellowship, 
and regards the whole controversy as being in the realm of opinion." 





Editor's Note: In the October 1980 issue we mentioned "The Return 
of Dan Rogers" who had for a period of time ''wavered"' between the 
issues of legalism (anti-ism) and a more enlightened approach to 
the New Testament teachings on grace, who finally took his stand 
on the side of grace. We also pointed out that bro. Rogers knew 
the risks he was taking, that his (anti) brethren would come down 
on him hard, and the prediction was not unfounded. He was written 
up in the November 1980 issue of Gospel Guardian, a non-coopera- 
tive publication, and the following article by Dan Rogers is in reply 
to that write-up. It is not the policy of Ensign to carry a blow-by- 
blow description of other peoples' wars—we have enough of our own, 
but in this case bro. Rogers is not likely to get a hearing from the 
other side, and for this reason we print his article. We detest the 
unholy practice of writing up brethren without giving them a chance 
to respond to set the record straight. That's unChristian, as well 
as grossly unethical. Incidentally, the Gospel Guardian is going 
out of business after 30 years of publishing. The company is being 
bought out by the Cogdill Foundation which owns and publishes 
Truth Magazine. Mike Willis, editor of Truth, says, 'The Cogdill 
Foundation will continue to publish Truth Magazine bat will rename 
the paper Guardian of Truth in order to retain a portion of the 
Gospel Guardian's name.'' So beginning with the new year, Truth 
magazine will become Guardian of Truth. Hopefully it will be Truth 
chat is Guarded rather than factional opinions and brotherhood 
traditions which both of these publications have “guarded” for quite 
some time. However, we have no real hope that this self-styled 
"militant" publication will change its editorial policy of lashing out 
at every brother who differs with them. 
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Bro. Walters’ first fact is factual. To this charge I plead guilty. 
Indeed, if my refusal to view a matter of opinion as a matter of 
faith is equivalent to not being "sound in the faith once delivered”, 
then bro. Adams is correct in his evaluation of me. 


"Fact" number two: With reference to this writer, bro. Walters 
stated, ''He believes that we should withdraw our opposition to the 
denominational choir system, being in agreement with Buff Scott 
concerning the issue of solos in the worship."’ Bro. Walters does 
not do as good of a job in presenting the '‘facts" this time, as he 
both misrepresents me and leaves out some information, which, if 
he included it, would put things in a different light. 


First of all, concerning the misrepresentation, bro. Walters 
knowingly misrepresented me when he said that Iam ‘in agreement 
with Buff Scott concerning the issue of solos in the worship."’ Ina 
letter to me dated August 25, 1980, bro. Walters, with reference to 
what he believed bro. Scott to have meant by his comments con- 
cerning solos in worship, stated: ‘In other words, he was saying 
that the church must have solos to be scriptural. This I deny.” By 
way of reply to this, in my letter to bro. Walters of September 2, 
1980, I stated: "I did not catch the point that bro. Scott was saying 
that the church must have solos in her worship in order to be 
scriptural!'’ So, as you see, bro. Walters did indeed knowingly 
misrepresent me when he said that I am “in agreement with Buff 
Scott concerning the issue of solos in the worship. "' 


Secondly, permit me to now point out some additional facts which 
bro. Walters conveniently left out when he presented his second 
"fact." For one thing, he failed to mention that even he does not 
condemn all solo or group singing. In his letter to me of August 
25, 1980, he stated: "On the other hand, I differ with many of my 
brethren in refusing to condemn all solo singing or group singing 
in the church as a sin within itself."" In other words, to borrow the 
prejudicial phrase which he used in reference to me in his "report" 
to bro. Adams, bro. Walters does not oppose the "denominational 
choir system" in every instance. 


Another fact that bro. Walters failed to mention is that, in our 
exchange of letters over the question of whether or not it was 
scriptural to use solos and such like in our worship services, I 
presented him with a scripture passage, 1 Corinthians 14:26, to 
sustain my position. In an effort to explain away this verse, bro. 
Walters argued that it is to be understood only in the context of 
spiritual gifts, and that as such, it has no bearing upon our worship 
in song today. However, in refutation of bro. Walters’ argument, I 
would like to present the comment made by a certain brother in his 
commentary on 1 Corinthians. In commenting upon 1 Cor. 14:26, he 
said: "Hence, this can refer either to an occasion when the Holy 
Spirit came upon a man causing him to break forth in a song or toa 
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person singing without inspiration one of the inspired psalms of the 
Old Testament. Psalmos does not necessarily refer to a spontan- 
eously created song. The verse does seem to imply that one person 
could sing a given song to edify the whole assembly."' Who was the 
brother who made this statement? It will no doubt come as a sur- 
prise to brethren Walters and Adams, but his name is Mike Willis, 
and the statement is found on page 504 of his commentary entitled, 
A Commentary On Paul's First Epistle To The Corinthians. In 
light of what bro. Willis said, I cannot help but wonder once again 
as to whether or not bro. Adams will be consistent and likewise 
conclude that he can no longer "endorse" bro. Willis as ''sound in 
the faith once delivered." 


"Fact" number three: With reference to this writer, brother 
Walters stated, ''He does not personally advocate instrumental 
music in the services of the church, but he will not presume to say 
that such is a sin in itself, of which a person must repent."" Some- 
how, that just doesn't sound like what I actually said, and for good 
reason—it isn't! Here is what I actually said to bro. Walters in my 
letter: "Finally, in regard to the use of instrumental music in wor- 
ship, I neither practice, advocate, nor condone such. For me to do 
so would be for me to violate my conscience (Rom. 14:23). However, 
in light of the fact that we do not have a specific statement from 
God which indicates that those that practice such ‘shall not inherit 
the kingdom of God, ' as opposed to what God specifically says in 
regard to a number of things in such passages as Galatians 5:19-21, 
I shall not presume to render a verdict where God has not. Thus, 
I can not say that those who use instrumental music in worship will 
go to hell if they do not repent. That is a judgment which is God's 
to render, and since he is silent in regard to it, Ican not presume 
to speak for Him, but must likewise remain silent on the matter. "' 


"Fact" number four: With reference to this writer, bro. Walters 
stated: "He believes that if God did not specifically state that a 
certain practice will prevent one from inheriting the kingdom then 
we have no right to affirm that it will." Actually, this ''fact’ 
is closely related to "‘fact'' number three. With reference to both 
fact three and fact four, whatever happened to our desire to '‘speak 
where the Bible speaks, and remain silent where the Bible is 
silent ?"' Have we becane so presumptive as to begin to speak for 
God in areas where he has chosen not to specifically speak? If my 
wanting to speak where the Bible speaks and remain silent where 
it is silent means that I am no longer "sound in the faith once de- 
livered, '' then J must plead guilty. 


In light of all this, I believe that bro. Adams is more than just a 
little confused as to who it is that is not "sound in the faith once 
delivered!" = 


Box 70, Eldorado, Oklahoma 73537 
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TO THE EDITOR -from page 2 


your heart and pray to your Father, and He who sees in secret will re- 
ward you openly. That is REAL prayer which the church ought to be 
teaching its members to follow and not institutionalized, formalized 
prayer in public. Just how would Protestants feel if the schools decided 
to inaugurate "Hail Mary, Mother of God" prayers? (3) It is 'immoral” 
to oppose massive increases in arms and God is on the side of more 
strategic weapons. Jesus did not talk that way. He could have com- 
manded legions of angels to his defense. Arms races have always ended 
in war in modern history. Are not Christians peace-makers? (4) It was 
"immoral" to vote for the Equal Rights Amenément, which simply says 
that persons shall not be deprived of equal rights because of sex. If in 
Christianity there is "no mate and female, but we are all one," then what 
is wrong about extending this same principle in the secular world? 


Such a list, which could be extended, simply points out that the "prin- 
ciples" of the moral majority are no higher than their endorsement of 
100 percent of a congressman caught in the Abscam scandal. 


It seems to me that a Christian in his role as a citizen could do no 
better than to vote in harmony with the principles of the Nazareth Char- 
ter by which Jesus inaugurated his ministry in his home synagogue: 
“good news to the poor;" "liberty to the captives;'' "sight to the blind;" 
"release of the oppressed;" ''the year of the Lord's favor.'' This is far 
from a right-wing stance so popular today with the electronic pulpit and 
a continent away from the posturing of conservatism, the "in thing" right 
now with Reagan's arrival. If the Nazareth Charter was good enough 
for Jesus, it ought to infuse the spirit of his followers. 


Norman L. Parks 
Murfreesboro, Tennessee 
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Editorial 





Belmont and the Instrument 


Several times within the last year I have read in brotherhood 
journals that the Belmont Churchof Christ in Nashville has "brought 
in the instrument", followed by the usual "I told you so" response. 
All this came about primarily because of an article appearing in 
the "old reliable” (which on occasions is not too reliable) in which 
its editor stated, "The Gospel Advocate is sad over the news from 
the Belmont Church of Christ, one of the older congregatims in the 
Nashville area. Among other things, eight of the eleven elders now 
favor the use of instrumental music in worship." Now, anyone who 
read that would naturally conclude that Belmont now uses instru- 
mental music in worship, if they believe what the old reliable says, 
and most of its readers do. However, the report is not one-hundred 
percent true. Here's what Don Finto, preacher at Belmont, says, 


Some of you have gotten the word that we have brought in 
the organ at Belmont. We haven't. We haven't ordered 
one. We don't intend to order one. What we did, as an 
eldership, was to come to the place where we said we do 
not believe that the instrument or non-instrument should 
be the point of fellowship. We have many, many people, 
like Brown (singer at Belmont, rlk), many, many others 
who are gifted in music and who are receiving songs for 
the Lord, who are ministering to the whole Christian com- 
munity—I mean all over the world, not just in the United 
States—and we had an occasion where someone had come 
and said, "'{ believe that this song would minister to people 
and I'd like to share it. One brother had an autoharp while 
he was doing that. Well, I just said, "Brother I don't think 
I have the authority to tell you that you can do that.” 

What we did as an eldership was say, we're not going to 
stand in that place anymore. ff my young brother comes 
next Sunday morning and with an autoharp, and says I be- 
lieve this song will minister and I think I’m supposed to 
share it, I'm going to say, "Praise the Lord, share it." 
And I'm going to say to the people, ‘Tf this is a little bit 
unusual for you, please tolerate him, and the rest of you 
be ministered to by it. We decided that we're not going to 
make the instrument or non-instrument a point of issue. 


(turn to bottom of page 5) 
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CONCERNING ELDERS (SERIES) PART 6 


Christian Authority Applied 


Jack R. Hackworth 


During the first few years of Christianity human beings could 
learn of their duty under the New Covenant only from other men to 
whom had been given the Spirit of God, by which was revealed to 
them the things of God (1 Cor. 2:9-16). This treasure, the good 
news of salvation, was in earthen vessels (2 Cor. 4:7). These 
vessels, men, were Christ's apostles (sent ones) together with 
others who were associated with them and taught by them, suchas 
Barnabas, Luke, Mark, Timothy and Titus. One could not believe 
that Jesus is Lord and Christ except by or through a personal pre- 
sentation of the evidence by one of these men. One could not know 
of any requirement of the law of the Spirit of Life except as one of 
these men taught him. This includes everything contained in the 
said law, the word of God's grace: baptism, the breaking of bread, 
wearing the name Christian, and living righteously, soberly and 
godly. It also includes special duties of special classes or groups, 
as older women training younger women in certain matters, and 
older men taking care of the "church of God."’ Thus we see Paul 
and Barnabas going through certain cities of Asia Minor publishing 
the evidence that Jesus is the Christ, God's Son, and teaching those 
who would believe this to be baptized and serve God inJesus' name. 
They ended the engagement in Derbe, making many disciples there. 
Then they began appointing (placing, setting) the elderly men in the 
work which the Holy Spirit revealed they should perform, and so 
back through all the cities where they had made disciples (Acts 33 & 
14). No one will contend that Paul and Barnabas literally lifted 
those men and placed them in some position any more so than Paul 
literally took Jesus to Corinth and laid him physically as a founda- 
tion (1 Cor. 3:10-11), In laying Jesus in Corinth Paul taught, pre- 
sented the evidence which proved, that Jesus is the Christ (1 Cor. 
15:1-3), Likewise in placing or setting these older men in Derbe 
and the other cities mentioned Pau! and Barnabas taught these 
particular men of the work which the Holy Spirit revealed they were 
responsible for performing. Likewise someone had made some 
disciples in Crete, and Paul leaves Titus there to do what he (Paul) 
and Barnabas did in Asis Minor. Titus was not left in Crete to 
make some elders, or to appoint some men to the eldership, but 
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rather to place or set the elders who were there in the work which 
the Holy Spirit revealed elders should do (Titus 1:5-9). There was 
nod way for these men to learn their particular duty, what God 
wanted them to dv, except as these men guided directly by the Holy 
Sgirit taught it to them. 


The condition and situation is different now. It became different 
even before all Christ's apostles died. The word of God's grace 
was documented; the perfect law of liberty was reduced to writing, 
and Paul declared, "...I wrote...when you read, ye can perceive 
my understanding... to make all men see..." (Eph. 3:3-9), and 
John testified that we can come to believe in Jesus and have life 
through His name through the things which are written (John 20:30- 
31). And Paul again wrote that the inspired writings would make 
the men of God perfect and completely furnish him unto every good 
work (2 Tim. 3:16-17). If there is some good work which it takes 
something more than, and besides, and in addition to the inspired 
scriptures, the written word, to ‘perfect a person in", and "'to 
furnish a person unto", Paul just did not tell it as it is, and any who 
assert that it takes something more are claiming to know more than 
Paul did about it. 


Today a person can, without assistance, intervention and help 
from another present human being, learn his duty as per the pro- 
visions of the said law of the Spirit and perform his duty in obedi- 
ence thereto. From the written word he can learn to believe that 
Jesus is the Christ, to be baptized, to sing, pray and break bread, 
to wear Jesus’ name, to ltove his neighbor, to live righteously, 
soberly and godly and perform every Christian duty. Therefore, 
please tell us just why a reasonably intelligent man can not read 
|] Peter 5:1-5 and determine with reasonable accuracy as to whether 
he is in the class of the "younger" or the "elder"? and Peter admits 
of no third class. And please tell us then just what is the evidence 
that reasonable men, after having with reasonable accuracy. deter- 
mined that they are in the class of “elders” and not "younger", can 
not ovey that which is enjoined upon them? And the Holy Spirit 
through Peter does here unequivocally and categorically enjoin, 
command, and exhort older men to action and work in tending, 
overseeing, and living exemplary lives, even as he also unequiv- 
ocally and categorically forbids their “lording it over" others. 
Phillips translates it, ‘Do not act like little tin gods." 


The Holy Spirit has given us the instruction. When an elderly 
man (those to whom the instruction is given) receives the said 
instruction and performs, please explain to us just why the said 
man is not a tender, an overseer, a bishop? and made so by the 
Holy Spirit through his teaching, as much so by the written word 
as were those to whom Parl, Barnabas and Titus personally spoXe 
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the word when they were present in the flesh? Furthermore, why 
can Christians not encourage older men in their obedience and 
conformity to this teaching? By what Bible authority, precedent or 
example do professed Christians propose to arbitrarily limit the 
number of older men whom they allow to obey this instruction which 
God has enjoined, and in effect tell them, "You can not obey God in 
being bishops among His people, by tending, looking over and being 
examples?" 


CONSIDER 


1) The inspired scriptures furnish the man of God completely, 
thoroughly, perfectly unto every good work (2 Tim. 3:16-17). 


2) The work of a bishop is a good work (1 Tim. 3:1); therefore, 


3) The inspired scriptures furnish the man of God completely, 
thoroughly, perfectly unto being a bishop, doing the work of a 
bishop. And in so following the sacred writings, the man of God is 
made a bishop by the Holy Spirit through the instructions He has 
given, and not by the maneuvering, choostng and appointing of men. 


Is the above major premise true? Is the minor premise true? 
Are the good works in the two premises properly related? Are 
they both the good works which God has prepared that His children 
walk in them? If yes to these questions, the conclusionin #3 is 
unavoidable. 


2100 Lusk Street, Guntersville, Alabama 35976 
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Editor's Note: This concludes the series on "'Concerning Elders”, 
even though bro. Hackworth will have a summary article in the next 
issue. 





EDITORIAL = from page 2 


In doing so, of course, it looks like from the non-instru- 
ment position that we're going to have instruments. We 
don't. As far as I am concerned we don't intend to~to 
bring in an instrument—and have those all the time for 
worship: In our present way of worshipping, . which is very 
flowing and spontaneous, we couldn't do it. We'd always 
have to say, unless they were incredibly good organist or 
pianoist, ''Give me the key of C"} and, you know, who cares 
whether you are in the key of C or F sharp? As far as I 
am concerned we will never depend upon an instrumen*. 
(Unity Forum, Huntsville, AL, April, 1980, tape #2, verbatim) 
(turn to page 17) 
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WHY DIDN'T THE APOSTLES Gt WET 
ae INSTRUMENTAL MusiG? > “lense 


The fact is incontrovertible that the early Church was strictly 
a cappella in their music. They sang and chanted with musical 
forms considered primative by our standards. They sang their 
hymns in unison since four-part harmony didn't evolve until the 
19th century. 

But why ? What rationale determined that practice? Why was it 
that instrumental music wasn't introduced into the medieval Church 
until the 6th or 7th century and then over quite a bit of controversy ? 
Why did the Protestant Reformation call for reform in the area of 
music by pleading for a capella singing? Why was it as late as the 
1830's, 40's, and 50's when the mainline denominations in our 
country introduced them into their worship assemblies? Why does 
the prestigious Sreek Orthodox Catholic Church continue to this 
day as a non-instrumental Church? 

I don't want to argue against instrumentation but explore the 
mystery of WHY there has been such a strong bias against them for 
20 centuries. Do you know why ? Come and explore the suggested 
theories with me. 


THE "SINFUL" THEORY 


One theory of explanation condemns instruments as sinful. Could 
it really be that the apostles did FORBID their use because of their 
inherent sinfulness? Yes, that’s possible. But it's nowhere stated. 
There's not even the slightest trace of that idea in the N. T. 

Actually, the question of what kind of music, instrumental or 
vocal, doesn't seem to have ever come up among the early Christ- 
ians. At least there's no mention of it in our scriptures. 

This isn't to say that there aren't any scriptures that mention 
instruments. There are. Trumphets, horns, flutes and harps 
seem to have been common and acceptable at funerals and parties 
(Mat. 24:31; 1 Cor. 14:6-9; 15:12; Mat. 11:16~17; Luke 15:26-27). 
Heaven is even symbolically portrayed as exuberant celebrating the 
glory of Christ's (the Lamb's) victory by the playing of harps (Rev. 
5:8; 14:1-3; 15:2-3). 

And yet, for all that, the early Christians did not utilize them in 
their assemblies. Why? acappella music seems to have been the 
only model for the first disciples (Mat. 26:30; Acts 16:25; Rom. 15: 
6,9; 1 Cor. 14:15; Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16; Heb. 2:11-12; 13:15; Js. 5:13). 

But notice how fragmentary the verses are. To develop any 
theology of music would necessitate many assumptons. Most of 
these verses were penned simply to encourage believers to puta 


(turn to page 11) 
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Justified by Works — Yes & No! 


EDWARD FUDGE 
“We conclude that a man ts justified by faith without deeds” 
(Rom. 3:28). 


“Ye see then how that by works a man is justified, and not by 
faith only” (James 2:24). 


Do Paul and James disagree? No — although one would often get 
that impression from many modern-day debates. One side quotes Paul 
— and ignores James. The other side quotes James — and ignores Paul. 
Surely there is a better solution! 


Indeed there is — and that solution takes fall account of what both 
Scriptures say. The key is in understanding that Paul and James are 
talking about different people, and each usea “faith” and “justify” in a 
sense suited to his own context. It is as foolish for us to try and mix 
these two verses — snatched out of context — as it would be to add 
apples and oranges. Let us take a closer look. 


Paul & James in Context 

Paul in Romans is answering the great question: ‘‘How can a sinner 
ever be justified in the sight of the holy God?” When he talks of a man 
being “justified,” he is talking about being “set nght” in GOD'S sight. 
And in answer to that question there is but one answer. The only 
possible basis for a sinner being set right with God is the perfect doing 
and dying of the Lord Jesus Christ. The sinner can contribute nothing 
to that saving work which sets him right with God — for Jesus has done 
it perfectly and once-for-all. All the sinner can do regarding that work is 
to believe it — trust in it —lean on it! The sinner is therefore “justified” 
before GOD only on the basis of trust or faith in Jesus Christ. That is 
Paul’s point. 


James isn’t dealing with that subject at ail. He writes to professing 
Christians who are long on words and short on action. Throughout his 
book, he deals with folks who “say” something. That is the case in this 
context.also. Aman says“! have faith.” Jam esanswers him: “show ME 
your faith by your WORKS.” The fellow thinks that “faith” means 
believing correct doctrine — saying the daily Jewish creed found in 
Deuteronomy 6:4 (James 2:19). On this basis he wants to taék, to profess 
faith, but that is al? he does. And while God can see the heart, even 
before and apart from any outward action, no man can. WE must see 
DEEDS if we are to know what is in another’s heart. Anyone can say he 
has faith — but such a claim is “justified” before men only on the basis 
of deeds. James talks about a professing Christian, and his 
“Justification” before MEN. 


Paul speaks of saving ‘faith’ — that relies wholly on Christ’s 
finished work for sinners and trusts in that for right standing with God. 
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James speaks of talking “faith” — that recites a creed and stops — that 
is long on words but short on action. Paul speaks of a SINNER, seeking 
to be “justified” in the sight of GOD. James speaks of a PROFESSING 
CHRISTIAN, whose claims must now be “Justified” in the sight of MEN. 
Paul and James do not contradict each other, for they discuss different 
people, different “faith” and different “justification.” But let us look 
more closely. 


The Work that Saved Us 

Our reconciliation was accomplished nearly 2,000 years ago, by the 
perfect doing and dying of Jesus our substitute. God performed that 
saving work, during a period of some 33 years, in the fleshly body of 
Jesus Christ the son of Mary. That is the holy history by which we are 
saved, the only record of events in ali human history which can calm a 
troubled conscience, answer Satan’s accusations, give sinners access 
into God’s presence, or see us safely through the fires of Judgment (Jer. 
30:21-22; Dan. 9:24; Isa. 50:8-9; Rom. 8:33-34; Heb. 9:12, 4, 10:19-20). 


That. saving work happened long ago, outside of us, but for us. 
When we first heard of it, it was already “news” — and what precious 
good news it was! For it was the good news of our saivation (Eph. 1:13). 
Wherever this good news is truly understood it creates hope, ignites 
faith and kindles love (Col. 1:4-6). Like Johnny Appleseed moving 
across the prairie, teaving orchards in his path, so this good news of 
God’s: salvation spreads throughout the world, producing everywhere a 
harvest of righteousness and praise! (Isa. 61:11.) “How beautiful are the 
feet of them that preach the gospel of peace, and bring glad tidings of 
good things!’ (Rom. 10:15.) 


The Word that Calls Us 

No, God did not leave His people in the dark concerning His great 
work.. ““He hath made His wonderful works to be remembered” (Psa. 
111:4). “He hath showed His people the power of His works” (Psa. 
111:6). After He had accomplished redemption, He sent out the gospel 
word to make it known! This is no mere human word, but the powerful 
and effective Word of God (Isa. 40:1-11; 1 Thes. 2:13). When the gospel 
announcement truly goes forth, al! whom the Father has given to Jesus 
respond by coming to Him (John 6:37-45). This 1s how we know true 
Israel; God’s elect, Christ’s sheep (Rom. 9:6; 11:7; 1 Thes. 1:46; John 
10:2-5, 14-16). 


Here also is the source of our confidence regarding gospel preaching 
— the power is from God and not from us! The results, therefore, are 
guaranteed. “I havemany people in thiscity,” God teils Paul— “do not 
be afraid but keep on preaching” (Acts 18:9-10). Indeed, God has “saved 
us, and calied us with an holy calling” (2 Tim. 1:9). 
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Conclusion 

Since Christ accomplished the saving work, we cannot add to it or 
improve on it. All we can do is delieve it — trust in it and rely onit. A 
sinner is justified before God only by faith — he can contribute 
absolutely nothing toward that end by his own obedience or good 
works. 


But it is a different story with the Christian. He cannot simply 
claim to believe and expect others to accept his word. He must back up 
his claim by his actions. Living faith will show itself in works — insofar 
as it understands what God wants at any given time. Only when the 
Christian demonstrates his faith by his deeds is he “justified” in his 
profession of faith. 


Paul speaks of the sinner — James speaks of the Christian. Paul 
talks about saving “faith” that trusts Jesus for salvation — James talks 
about professing “faith” with no visible evidence of its existence. Paul 
talks about being “justified” before the holy God. James talks about 
being “justified” in the sight of other men. 


When we read Paul and James in their respective contexts, we 
understand what both of them say. There is no longer any contradiction 
—there are two precious truths! One is suited to the sinner seeking a 
right standing before God. The other is suited to the Christian who 
professes his faith before men. When we grasp Paul’s reasoning, “we 
conclude” with him that one is justified by trust in Christ entirely apart 
from his own record of works. And like James, we “see how” a man 
professing such faith is justified by works and not by a creed-quoting or 
talking-faith only. Let us trust Jesus for our salvation — and Him alone! 
And let us show our genuine faith by a life of good works! In this way we 
will fulfil] Paul and James both, and be doubly “justified” — before God 
and before our fellow man. 





4 Sandra Lane, Athens, Alabama 35611 
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Christ-centered Reading Material 


Some readers of the Ensign might wish to obtain Christ-centered 
reading material for themselves or for distribution to others. Through 
the years, the Lord has graciously used the following items to help bring 
gospel light to many. The editor has kindly offered space for this notice, 
and persons interested are invited to order directly from the author as 


given below. 





The Grace of God. Defines sav- 
ing grace negatively and posi- 
tively. Negatively, grace is neither 
license nor legalism. Positively, it 
consists in the fact that Jesus 
Christ came in our place — giving 
God perfect obedience and dying 
for sin. Recommended for distribu- 
tion to unbelievers and Christians 
alike. 50e¢ 


One Life, Death & Judgment. 
Focuses on Jesus as our repre 
sentative before God in His “do- 
ing’ and “dying’. Using the famil 
iar text Hebrews 9:27-28, it shows 
how the main point of the passage 
is Jesus’ one-time life, death and 
judgment — as our Substitute and 
Proxy. 60¢ 


A Certain Salvation. The saving 
work of Jesus is seen in the context 
of the Bible story as a whole. 
Begins with creation and the fall 
of man — ends with the gospel 
ordinances of baptism and Lord’s 
Supper. 50e 


Helps on Romans. A brief and 
simple commentary on Romans, 
bringing out the central theme of 
justification through trust in the 
Lord Jesus Christ. Uses the KJV 
text, which is included with com- 
ments on each page. $2.00 


A Journey Toward Jesus. Are 
you or someone you know strug 
gling with the whole business of 
salvation by grace, the relation 
between faith and works, the 
matter of denominationalism and 
“restorationism”’? So did Bruce 
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Edwards and Edward Fudge — in 
these 16 letters that started like a 
debate and ended with two broth- 
ers walking together in the warm 
sunshine of divine grace. Deals 
with the kind of questions people 
are asking! $1.50 


Christianity Without Ulcers. 61 
short chapters to inspire, encour- 
age and inform. A wonderful gift 
for any occasion. Not on gospel 
subjects in particular, but written 
with that understanding. $3.50 


Selected Psalms for Church 
Singing. You get 48 Psalms from 
the Bible set to tunes of hymns you 
already know. Words plus shape: 
note music, index of all NT quota- 
tions from these Psalms, and a 
brief history of Psalm-singing 
since the Reformation. Use as a 
supplement to your regular hymn- 
al and add biblical content to your 
assem blies. $1.00 





To order, send appropriate sum 
for books plus $1 for shipping to: 


EDWARD FUDGE 
4 Sandra Lane 
Athens, Alabama 35611 


(Those within range are invited to 
hear “Good News” each Sunday 
morning at 7:45 on Radio WKAC 
(1080 Re) in Athens, Ala., sponsor- 
ed by the Elm Street Church.) 
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INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC - from page 6 





song in their heart and spontaneously praise God every day. These 
are not verses that give laws about assembly liturgy. The only 
example of music from Acts comes from the jail-story when Paul 
and Silas were singing to God after getting beat up and thrown in 
jail! 

A theology of church music that classifies instruments "sinful" 
is assumptive too. "Sinful'’ refers to a violation of a command and 
there just are not any commands about group worship. Even the 
anti-instrumentalists realize this deadly silence of the scriptures. 
Consequently, they make sinful a deduction, based on a hermeneut- 
ical law: the law of exclusion. This law says that if God told us 
specifically what do do, then He doesn't have to tell us specifically 
what things NOT to do. But the assumption is that "sing" has a 
specific character to it that is of necessity eleminates any ''play."’ 
But how do we know that the call to sing has that lind of specificity? 
Is it an assembly law? What about the verses that tell us to sing in 
the context of our daily lives, does that too forbid instrumentation 
in our homes? It seems specific. 

Another assumption in this kind of theology is in the Lockian 
principle of logic and hermeneutics. The fact is, God did not paste 
the principles of Lock's logic or any other systematic principtes of 
hermeneutics inside the front cover of the scriptures. 

Now I think that this deduction (the law of exclusion) is essentially 
correct. I see it exemplified in Hebrews 7:14. But that is still my 
deduction, and inference. It is not a matter of faith nor a condition 
of salvation. One can be set right with God without even knowing 
what the word hermeneutics means! 

Another assumption involved concerns the nature of our assembly 
gatherings. If the liturgy stems from commands and laws of Goa, 
then the Bible is surprisingly silent and nonchalant about it. Where 
are these laws? 

As a people we have vowed that we would only speak where the 
Bible speaks and be silent where the Bible is silent. But where the 
Bible was silent about instruments, we have talked, shouted, yelled 
and debated. That's hardly a good example of keeping silent. 

Some of our people now force our logical deduction about the law 
of exclusion as a condition of salvation. It's been equated to the 
“sospel" for those who rejected the principle or the application of 
the principle on the music guestion were expelled as rebels to the 
Word. Why? Because they were viewed as having sinned and 
sinned wilfully, in using instruments. 

But if the apostles ever taught that instruments were sinful, they 
never left one word to that effect. Maybe they did view them a3 
sinful. Maybe it was an important topic to them. But they never 
made themselves clear about the matter. Why would they leave it 
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such an open topic ? The only conclusion must be that whatever the 
status of instruments of music, they are not "sinful." 


"INSTRUMENTS WERE INEXPEDIENT FOR THAT AGE" THEORY 


Another theory says that the instruments were not expedient then 
but more of a hindrance due to persecution and poverty. It is true 
that without special religious buildings, there might have been an 
inconvenience about them. It’s true that if they were trying to hide 
from persecutors, they wouldn't have wanted to blow horns! 

But the Roman persecutions didn't begin on a world-wide basis 
until the end of the first century. And how inconvenient would a 
flute or harp have been? Why didn't the Jewish believers continue 
their praise of God via instruments as they had been accustomed 
to? (Psalms 150). 

Even when the Christians began erecting buildings about 280 A.D. 
and especially in the 4th century after Constantine, they didn't 
introduce instruments. Why? The State paid for enormous struc- 
tures that revealed the pomp, ceremony and luxury of the old pagan 
temples. But eventhen, instrumental music was not used. 

The oldest documented use of an organ comes from Spain in the 
Sth century, then Grado, italy in the 6th and Rome in the 7th. The 
Church Fathers and early theologians consistently spoke against 
instrumental music. Some were utterly, vehementally against it. 
Thomas Aquinas, writing in 1250, and spealeng as a theologian of 
Catholic philosophy, said, 'Our church does not use musical instru- 
ments as harps, psalteries, in the praise of God, lest she should 
seem to Judaize." Joseph Welles White, a church historian and 
professor at Pepperdine wrote a series of 9 articles on music in 
1978 in the Firm Foundation and documented the fact that the Roman 
Catholic Church never enjoined organs, nor was their use as wide- 
spread as we have assumed—only in a few scattered places (speak- 
ing of Music in the 6th to 9th centuries). 

This seemed to have been the rationale for several of the Re- 
formers. They seemed to view instrumentation as just inexpedient. 
Martin Luther himself pleaded for congregational singing in one of 
his 95 thesis that began the Reformation, and later said, ''The 
organ in the worship o* God is an ensign of Baal." 

Charles Spurgeon, famed Baptist preacher for the Metropolitan 
Baptist Tabernacle in London, was once asked why his 10,000-mem- 
ver church did not use instrumental music. He quoted 1 Cor. 14:15 
and said, 'I would as soon pray to God with machinery as to sing to 
God with machinery." 


"INSTRUMENTS WERE A STEP BACKWARDS 
TOWARD JUDAISM" THEORY 


The quote from Thomas Aquinas suggests another theory as to 
why the apostles didn't use instruments "... lest she should seem to 
Judaize.*' Perhaps that's what kept even medieval Catholicism 
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from wholeheartedly introducing organs. And they were a Church 
who had already Judaized with respect to having a temple, priest- 
hood, ceremonial rituals, etc. 

Could this be the reason behind the apostles neglect of something 
commonly used in their prior worship as Jews? Did they view 
instruments as they did incense and animal sacrifice? That incense 
was the antetype fulfilled in prayer (Rev. 5:8) and the blood sacri- 
fices were fulfilled in-Christ (1 Cor. .5:8) and that the instruments 
were fulfilled in the making of melody on one's lips and in one's 
heart? (Heb. 13:15; Eph. 5:19). 

John Calvin, the Presbyterian Reformer, wrote, ‘Music instru- 
ments in celebrating the praises of God would be no more suitable 
than the burning of incense, the lighting up of lamps and the resto- 
ration of the other shadows of the law'' (Commentary on Psalm 33). 

It is true that the sensuai ordinances of the old temple worship 
had been replaced by the Reality of Christ, the New Covenant, the 
Spirit’s indwelling and the priesthood of all believers. Could it be 
that the apostles just considered instruments as a lower and more 
sensual, less spiritual expression of worship? Apparentiy they 
didn't erect buildings, establish a special priesthood, or hierarchy 
because’ God now dwelt in the lives of every disciple. 

If this was their perspective, then instruments would have been 
seen as basically unnecessary for it would have been a step back- 
wards to a lower expression of worship. 


"INSTRUMENTS WERE ASSOCIATED 
WITH IDOLATROUS WORSHIP" THEORY 


"One of the features which distinguishes the Christian religton 
from almost all others is its quietness; it aims to repress the out- 
ward signs of inward feeling. Savage instinct, and the religion of 
Greece also, had employed the rhythmic dance and all kinds of 
gesticulatory motions to express inner feelings.... The early 
Christians discouraged all outward signs of excitement, and from 
the very beginning, in the music they -used, reproduced the spirit 
of their religion - in inward quietude. All the music employed in 
their early services was vocal."’ — Frank Landon Humphreys, 
Evolution of Church Music, p. 42. 

That pagans did use instrumental music in sensual, lustful and 
adulterous ways, there’s no question. Could it be that the assocla~ 
tion (instruments of music with sinful behavior) was so strong that 
it provided an overwhelming rationale for no#&t using them in 2 
worship they viewed as spiritual and holy ? 

I found this: quote from the Catholic Encyclopaedia on music (p. 
651) that suggests such: "Although Josephus tells of the wonderful 
effects produced in the Temple by the use of Instrumen's, the first 
Christians were of too spiritual fibre to substitute lifeless instru- 
ments for or use them to accompany the human volce. Clement. of 
Alexanderia ‘severely condemns the use of instruments even at 
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Christian banquets." 

That phrase, "lifeless instruments" reminded me of another 
quote I had once read from the early Church Fathers. I found it in 
Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrrhus in Syria, who spoke about "singing 
with lifeless instruments."’ He then said, ''The use of instruments 
and the others that belong to the childish state is excluded from the 
Singing in the churches, and simple singing is leit."' 


CONC LUSION 


Biblically, then, instrumental music is not "sinful" and should 
never be made a test of fellowship. The apostles were not timid 
about pointing out what was sinful and had they believed instruments 
were sinful, they would have made that clear. 

My biblical and historical research leads me to believe that the 
apostles probably viewed instrumen*s as being ‘‘unnecessary"' for 
their culture and time. Theirs was a spirit of evangelical emphasis 
that put Christ first and preached the "simplicity of the gospel" (I 
Cor. 21:3). _ 

For them, creating an "instrument" for music would probably 
have made as much sense as creating an instrument for assembly 
(a chucch building), or an instrument for their spiritual inftuence 
(a hierarchy) or an instrument for missions (para-church organi- 
zations). 

Is it then ''wrong" to create instrumenis that assist with praising 
God, accomplishing evangelism, meeting as a gathered assembhy, 
etc. ? Not if the instrument remains merely a tool-means of ac- 
complishinzg our goal and not the goal iiself. 

Consider the instrument which almost every church-community 
utilizes, the church building. Are we authorized to erect such 
structures? No. Are there any specific directives that forbid it? 
Well, that depends on your interpretive key. if you reason, ''since 
God said specifically "assemble" that eliminates "erect buildings", 
therefore erecting a building is "'sinful.'’ That’s the same Kind of 
reasoning that leads others to condemn instruments as sinful. 

But the non-instrumental-music-<hurches are for the most part 
instrumental -building -churches! Why? Because they use the 
reason that "assemble" doesn't have the specificity whicn elimi- 
nates erect." 

But which instrument is more obtrusive, a piano or a religious 
building? Which costs more? Which demands more time, upkeep, 
concern, energy, investment, etc. ? Which has stimulated more 
arguments and controversies? Fights over church buildings stem 
from arguments over cost, size, location, features, to what Christ- 
ians can do within the buildings, who can stand up, and the develop- 
ment of very unChristian ideas as it being a holy place. God’s 
house, a place for much ritual, ceremony, quiet™ess, etc., etc. 
Talk about Judaizing! 

(turn to back cover) 
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How Was Christ ‘Made To Be Sin”? 
Arnold Hardin 


FROM “THE PERSUADER”, OCT. 1980 


EE ———————————— | 
Him who knew no sin he made to be sin on our behalf; that | 
we might become the righteousness of God in him. 

2 Corinthians 5:21 





Earlier in the year there appeared in a bulletin an article, the 
focus of which was upon the above scripture. It was pointed out that 
we need to understand in what sense God nade Christ "to be sin”. 
The writer asked: "Did God place our sins on Christ?"’ Would that 
make him a sinner?" "Did Christ become a sinner by a transfer- 
ence of our sins to Himself?" 

The writer says, ''To teach that 2 Cor. 5:21 portrays Christ as 
receiving the guilt of our sins rather than the punishment for our 
sins violates this very principle. I challenge anyone to produce the 
evidence that teaches that guilt (righteousness) is ever trans“erred 
from one person to another. Adam's guilt was 'put to his account’ 
because he was guilty. By the grace of God, Jesus Christ the 
Righteous exposed his back to the punishment which was rightly 
mine." 

The original language is literally, ‘He has made him sin". Ora 
sin-offering. What is meant? It cannot mean he was sin as such. 
It cannot mean he was a sinner. It cannot mean he was guilty. The 
true meaning is that Christ was mide a sin-offering; THAT GOD 
TREATED HIM AS THOUGH HE WERE A SINNER! Symbolically, 
what was the "scapegoat''? What was placed upon the goat before 
sending that animal into the wilderness? Sins of the peopte indeed! 
What was prefigured? Christ, our "scapegoat". ‘Who his own self 
bore (carried up to the tree) our sin in his body..." (1 Pet. 2:24). 
Did such a divine transection turn Christ into a sinner, personally ? 
God forbid! But our sins were laid on him, were they not? But 
this has to do, we are told, only with his having assumed our 
“ounishment"”. THEN A TRANSFERENCE INDEED WAS MADE. 
Christ was not a Sinner, did not become one; but he did indeed bear 
in his body, life; the CONSEQUENCES of our sins. Our sins sep- 
arated us from God and on that tree our Lord was for the only time 
in eternity cut off from communion with the eternal Father, and 
thus those plaintive words of separation were wrung from his heart. 

The personal attributes, righteousness, of Christ is not trans— 
ferred to sinners; but the consequences or results of that perfect 
life and death are indeed available to sinners by faith. Sinners 
become righteous in God's sight not by what they have done or do 
but because of what Christ has done for them. DENY THIS AND 
CHRISTIANITY BECOMtS A FARCE. The writer says that our 
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"punishment”' was laid on Christ. Well then, you have him admitt- 
ing that something was indeed transferred from sinners to Christ. 
Did Christ deserve those stripes? Who did? ‘Death" belonged to 
sinners! Did his death constitute him a sinner ? 

This writer says again, ‘He was ‘made to be sin’ in that he took 
our punishment and was treated AS or LIKE a sinner even while he 
was innocent."’ This has been the thrust of our writings for some 
time now! For, as hewas TREATED AS A SINNER, God made it 
possible for lost sinners to be TREATED AS RIGHTEOUS by faith 
in Christ. 

Christ "took away the first that he might establish the second’ 
(Heb. 10:9). The "first" - animal sacrifices; the "second" - a life 
of perfect obedience to the will of God. That perfect life was then 

ffered, his blood being shed. It is not BLOODINESS that holds 

God's interest; it is the life given. In forfeiting his perfect life our 
sins were imputed to him; his righteousness imputed to us. Do 
sinners have any righteousness of their own? You answer ‘yes"” 
and no need for Christ is declared. An alien in becoming a Christ- 
ian is looked upon, accounted as righteous. What is the source of 
such righteousness? The merits and worth of his life and death 
became ours. He exchanged places with us, treating us as righteous 
because he was willing to be treated as a Sinner. : 

Paul taught the legal doctrine of atonement. This is borne out by 
his use of words such as LAW, JUSTIFICATION, JUDGMENT, etc. 
Therefore, faith in the atonement is not seen as a means of setting 
aside the demands of the law but as a method of meeting them. 
When speaking of the sins of the world being imputed to Christ we 
speak of them being legally reckoned; his being treated according 
to his legal position. As pointed out many times, justification 
means to declare righteous, and is a juridical word. The believer 
is credited with Christ's righteousness because Christ oDeyed, even 
unto death, in the believer's place (Substitute) and in the believer's 
name (Representative). If there were no legal claims to meet for 
human salvation, the cross would be unnecessary and irrelevant. 
Therefore we are saved by the work of our Divine Substitute. He 
reconciled us to God as though we had kept the law. Legalism is 
damnable not because it honors the law, but because it dishonors it. 

Man was under the curse (Gal. 3:13). Christ took the curse upon 
himself. He became sin by participating in the human condition. 
This was God's way of "condemning sin in the flesh" (Rom. 8:3). 
And so by imputation our sins were placed on him, for, do not for- 
get "He was numbered with the transgressors" (Isa. 53:12). Christ 
having been made sin: by imputation was then condemned by the 
righteous judgment of God. He must suffer God's wrath! God must 
treat him as though a sinner, a rebel and this enabied God to impute 
to believers the righteousness provided in Christ. And it is sad, 
BUT TRUE, that those who repudiate imputed righteousness are 
repudiating the central theme of the cross—that being substitution. 
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EDITORIAL - from page 5 


In spite of this, though, many will continue to spread the word that 
Belmont now uses instrumental music in worship, which is some= 
what misleading. If every group of elders had this attitude toward 
the instrument we wouldn't have church splits over it, even though 
we would split over other matters. Those who draw lines of fellow- 
ship over instruments in worship do not speak as the oracles of God. 


My own opinion about the instrument, i.e., whether it be scrip- 
tural or unscriptural~even though no one has asked lately—is that it 
is neither scriptural or unscriptural because the Bible says nothing 
avout fit either way. Yes, I know the arguments about psallo, heart 
strings, a cappella, "if Noah had used any other kind of wood", and 
such like; but the Bible is still silent on the subject; and when 
brethren withdraw fellowship over a matter of opinion, or as a re- 
sult of a long and complicated series of mental deductions, then 
they are engaging in an awful risky business. 


This is not to say the instrument is to be taken lightly. The fact 
that it splits churches makes it very serious. It is in this area that 
discussion should center. Yes, there is "sin" connected with the 
subject because anytime a church split occurs, where one side or 
both sides anathematize and disfellowshlp the other, then sin is 
involved. The sin is not in the use or non-use of the instrument, 
but in the attitude that brought about the hassle and the tack of 
brotherly love. This is the sin of division. Division per se is not 
wrong, not even when brethren in a congregation can't get along 
with each other, and even when they have differences in understan@ 
ing of doctrine. The sin lies in the anamosity that drives them 
apart and in the continued anamosity that lingers afterwards, and 
perhaps forever. 


There will be times and cases where those of a congregation may 
genuinely differ in understanding of doctrinal matters, where 
neither side displays ill-will toward the other, and where real 
effort is made to reconcile the problem, but without success. The 
thing to do in this case is for both sides to go their own way, wor- 
shipping the Lord as per their understanding, while remaining 
brethren and each glorifying God. This is perfectly illustrated in 
the case of Abraham and Lot whose herdsmen »egan to quarrel with 
each other. Abraham, foresgeing that such quarreling would lead 
to greater problems in the future, even between himself and his 
nephew, Lot, suggested that each of them go their separate ways 
(Gen. 13:5-11). Why did Abraham do this? "BECAUSE WE BE 
BRETHREN"! It is important that peace remain within the family 
of God, even if it means dividing and each side going their own way. 
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Being apart and at peace is preferable to being together and feud- 
ing. Also, brethren should take note of Abraham's attitude in the 
matter, i. e-, you take your pick of directions you want to go. Note 
also that Abraham and Lot remained closely united, even though 
separated, because they were ‘family."" Abraham even took ona 
whole invading army to rescue his nephew on one occasion. 


Unfortunately our leaders of today lack the wisdom of Abraham 
and our separations never take place until one side literally drives 
off the other, amidst ill-feelings, and the anamosity remains long 
after the hostilities have ceased. Thisis the sin of division. Had 
our mid-restoration leaders possessed some of the character of 
Abraham during the instrument question, then those who wanted to 
have it and those who didn't could have gone their separate ways 
before the hatred set in. Then neither side would have been guilty 
of sin, since the whole matter is "opinion." 


Is it too late to undo what past leaders have done to the church? 
Yes. 


The chasm is too wide ever to be breached this side of eternity. 


However, it is not too late to put aside the ill-will and the unlov— 
ing attitudes that now exist. As Carl Ketcherside has said, we can 
at least lower the walls enough to reach over and shake hands. 


At the Nashville Conference on Spiritual Renewal last Jan. (80), I 
was asked by bro. T. D- Manning, a Christian Church preacher, and 
editor of Harbinger, Too, what I thought about worshipping with the 
instrument. I told him that since I was brought up in the non-in- 
strument Church of Christ I felt somewhat uncomfortable doing it, 
even though I knew in my own mind that it was only a matter of 
personal preference. This is due to my upbringing, and what you're 
brought up with is hard to shake. Still, I would prefer NOT to have 
the instrument in public worship, namely for the reason already 
stated. It becomes the focal point for brethren to vent their legal— 
istic spleen; but if it wasn't for the instrument it would be some- 
thing else, which we have proven several times since the division of 
years past—and continues. However, the fault of this division is 
not all one-sided. It was the lack of love and lack of concern for 
the welfare of the church that contributed mainly to the division. 
The conscience of those who were not ready for such a change in 
the worship ritual was run roughshod over by those who insisted 
on having their own way. But by this time the church was ripe for 
division, because the restoration concept of uniting all Christians 
into one body had become obscured by legalism. The instrument 
just happened to come along at the right time. I prefer not to have 
the instrument in worship because there are those who cannot 
worship in good conscience where it is used. It is no excuse to say 
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that those who object to it are immature, because Paul definitely 
teaches that the strong, out of love, are to show respect for the 
immature. No one, as far as I can learn, believes it would be 
wrong to NOT have the instrument; yet there is a segment that do 
believe that it is wrong. There are those whose conscience would 
allow them to worship with or without the instrument; and there 
are those who can only worship in good conscience without it. To 
me, this places the whole matter in proper perspective. Why not 
do what ALL can do in good conscience? All can worship without 
the instrument, but not all can worship with it. In this area of 
thought we are no longer in the area of opinion. As regarding the 
attitude, the scriptures have much to say; and as regarding love 
for the brethren, the scriptures are very explicit. 


Paul, in Romans 14, realized that brethren would have different 
opinions regarding certain matters, and he lays down the principle 
of love to regulate the conduct of both the strong and the weak. In 
chapter 15:1ff, he said, ''We who are strong ought to bear with the 
failings of the weak, and not to please ourselves; let each of us 
please his neighbor for his good, to edify him... May the God of 
steadfastness and encouragement grant you to live in such harmony 
with one another, in accord with Christ Jesus, that together you 
may with one voice glorify the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ." 


tf those who use the instrument choose to refer to themselves as 
the stronger of the two groups Paul had in mind, then we would not 
object; however, this places a greater responsibility upon them 
than it does the weak. Establishing peace is the responsibility of 
those who are stronger, spiritually. This is because the strong 
are ina position to give way to the weak without sacrificing con- 
science. The weak cannot give way because of conscience. The 
weak by their very nature cannot become the leaders in bringing 
about peace and harmony. The strong (by their very nature) must 
take the initiative to "pursue what makes for peace and for mutual 
upbuilding. '' The very fact that one is spiritually mature places 
upon him an obligation to sue for peace. Now, this doesn't mean 
that one who is weak through ignorance can keep right on revelling 
in his ignorance. He has the obligation to learn, to mature in faith 
until he is ready to become the leader. And woe unto him whose 
case is one of stubbornness, who confuses conservatism with ignor- 
ance. They who are strong in faith should bear in mind that they 
themselves were at one time just as ignorant of the word of God as 
they of whom they now consider the "weak'"’. This is the only argu- 
ment that I can make against the use of instrumental music in wor- 
ship. It is a scriptural argument only as it bears upon the principle 
of love. Dealing with the subject from this point of view will 
eliminate much of the sin connected with the use of the insiruments 
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INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC - from page 14 


Most non-instrumental music churches have instrumentalized 
their Christianity as much as others! What shall we do? That's up 
to every Christian community to decide for themselves. But 
whether we go INSTRUMENTAL in our music or in our buildings, 
the important thing is HOW WE USE our instrument. 

Church groups can, have, and are continuing to utilize their 
buildings and financial investments in very ungodly, sinful ways. I 
think personally that whenever a group is spending most of their 
money on themselves, they are doing something that violates the 
heart of Christian principles on stewardship and values. 

Whenever a building is the CAUSE of arguments over usage, 
whenever the building encourages the development of a special 
priesthood and a cold, formal ritual, then that instrument has 
become "sinful." 

Likewise with an instrument of music, their rightness or wrong- 
ness depends on their use and direction. Does their use inhibit the 
people from singing and praising God with their lips? Is there 
constant bickering over who gets to play? Is the assembly becom- 
ing more and more ritualistic, formal, cold, with an emphasis 
upon the performance of the public leaders? 

Jesus said, ''The Sabbath was made for man, not man for the 
Sabbath."" That principle applies toward the various means we 
employ for accomplishing His directives. "Instruments (expedients, 
helps) are made for man, not man for the instruments."' 
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EDITORIAL IN THIS ISSUE... 


Since sO many publications have printed articles condemning the 
new Christian Right movement (Moral Majority), we were prompted 
to ask Christian Standard for permission to print the article on 
page 3 in the interest of balance. MISSION magazine, for example, 
devoted much of its October 1980 issue opposing the Christian Right 
foiks, charging them with ulterior motives, like "lusting for power”, 
"politicizing the family", etc. They even put in a good word for 
humanism in an article by the editor titled "The Flap Over Human- 
ism". The kind of bias exhibited in that issue doesn't seem in 
keeping with the past editorial stance of MISSION, especially the 
article on "Politicizing the Family" by Prentis A. Meador. The 
author was among those who attended the White House Conference 
on Family and his report thoroughly reflected the liberal viewpoint. 
Since there was a definite pro and con side (antifamily and pro- 
family) attending the Conference, and since we have already heard 
from the ''con" side, we thought there was a need to hear from the 
pro-family side; thus the article on page 3. 


SS SSS SSS 

The article by Jack R. Hackworth in this issue is a wrap-up of 
the series on "Concerning Elders", unless he sees fit to speak 
further on the subject. He would welcome any question from our 
readers and would answer via the Ensign if requested. These 
articles have been combined into booklet form and are free to those 
who request them. (I'm sure he wouldn't object too strongly if you 
offered to help with the postage.) These booklets, being divided 
according to topic, wa:ld make excellent classroom source study 
material. Bro. Hackworth handles the subject scholarly, scriptur- 
ally, and with enough clarity to enabfe the honest seeker of truth to 
come to a good understanding of this vital theme. I can't think of 
any biblical study needed more than a study of the "eldership". For 
example, one preacher sent in his field report and said, 'We re- 
cently installed two new young elders"!! (my emph.). I wish I 
could have been there to witness this. extraordinary event! Now, 
either someone in that church has the power to perform miracles 
(by making young men older), or else the preacher has the wrong 
definition of the word "elder.'"' Either way it points out the need 
for further classroom, or other type of study. 

It is spiritually gratifying and faith-building to kmow "elderly" 
men like bro. Hackworth who have the courage to teach what they 
know will be rejected by a good many of our brethren. It is a 
powerful example to younger brethren to see older men prefer the 
favor of God rather than the acclaim of a brotherhood. Our thanks 
to Jack R. Hackworth for his great contribution. - Editor 
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Problems arise for Christians with the 


White House Conference on Family 


By JOSEPH E. O’NEAL 


Copyright, 1980, by Christian Standard, 8121 Hamilton Avenue, 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45231. Used by permission. 


Perhaps you are aware that this year and the entire decade of the 
1980's is the focus on families. The $3 million extravaganza called 
the White House Conferehce on Families was instituted by our 
President for this purpose. The Conference on Families has sought 
to collect ideas on how to strengthen the American family. The 
plan is to reach out across the country toAmericans who know from 
their own experience what makes a family strong. 


States are to hold county and state meetings. Each state confer- 
ence is under the direction of an appointed state chairman who is 
under the guidance of the White House Conference on Family in 
Washington. Delegates are to be setected to attend (paid for by tax 
money) one of three national meetings: Baltimore, Minneapolis, and 
Los Angeles. These meetings were designed to establish goals and 
programs to strengthen the family. 


What has been declared a help to the family is in reality an open 
attack on the family. The conference is, in fact, a tool with which 
antifamily forces are attempting to break down traditional family 
values. A look at who is in charge, their avowed purpose and a 
firsthand report from the conference held in White River Junction, 
Vt., proves this to be true. 


Look at who is incharge. It is not the representative family or 
the ordinary American parent who is in charge. The coalition 
guiding the conference includes such liberal organizations as the 
National Gay Task Force, Planned Parenthood, The National Alli- 
ance for Optional Parenthood, the Women's Action Alliance, Inc., 
Non-Sexist Child Development Project, and Zero Population Growth. 
Other supporters include the International Women's Year, Women's 
Political Caucus, and the Humanist Society. 


People speaking for these groups have publicly announced in favor 
of abortion, lesbianism, children as wards of the state, and the 
rejection of God's order for the family. 


The chairman of the White House Conference is Jim Guy Tucker, 
a declared proabortionist. The National Advisory Committee has 
such names as Mary Detrick, a feminist who has declared, "We 
can't call God 'He‘ any longer.'’ We cannot leave out Robert M. 
Rice, who thinks, "Family values should be secondary to a national 
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policy" and who wants a "variety of sexual attachments." 


Another part of this coalition against the family is the bureaucracy 
itself. The official position of HEW is that children now belong to 
the state, and not to God or the parents. Eddie Bernice Johnson, a 
representative of the Principal Regional Office of HEW said, "We 
ought to issue licenses to have babies." According to her, HEW 
would make parents "related caretakers." In other words parents 
have no rights to the child born to them. They are merely care- 
takers for the state. 


THE PIAN -A closer look at the game plan will reveal the out- 
come of the WHCF. The purpose is an effort to (1) redefine the 
word "family"; (2) establish a national policy on families, and (3) 
endorse the establishment of a brand-new bureaucracy of families 
in HEW. 


Redefining the word ‘family’ is one of the keys to the WHCF 
issue. Antifamily coalition members working for the federal gov- 
ernment and through state agencies are pushing for adoption of a 
new definition of family that will accept any life-style, or "diversity 
of life-styles.'’ This will open the door for homosexual or lesbian 
living arrangements to be accepted as "families." 


The traditional definition of family is "a family consists of per- 
sons who are related by blood, marriage, or adoption."’ Notice the 
difference in that definition and the new definition offered to WHCF: 
"The family is a unit of two or more persons who share resources, 
share responsibility for decisions, share values and goals and have 
a commitment to one another over time. The family is that 'climate’ 
that one comes home to and is the network of sharing and commit- 
ments that most accurately describes the family unit, regardless 
of blood, legal ties, adoption, or marriage."' This definition of 
family was created by the American Home Economics Association 
and endorsed by diverse groups including National Organization of 
Women and National Gay Task Force (National NOW Times, Dec/ 
Jan. 1980). 


After endorsing a definition like that, the antifamily forces intend 
to hold state conferences that construct ''agendas" which will then 
be set forth as ''Having come from the people of America.'’ As 
happened here in Vermont, the agendas will stress gay rights, 
kiddie lib, ERA, NOW, and a bigger federal bureaucracy. 


I attended both the county and state conferences. Here is how 
they were conducted. Participants on the conference panel discus- 
sions were packed through the pool of professional “family services" 
bureaucracy, the extension service, the home economics depart- 
ment at the University of Vermont, the human development and 
sociology departments, the department of mental health, and the 
governor's personal appointments. 
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The local conference was as conspicuous in its rigging as was the 
state conference held in Hartford, but not as obvious in its intent. 
The antifamily forces grabbed the key positions. They controlled 
the workshops by virtue of numbers and were in full control of 
selecting delegates. The moderator, parlimentarian, judges, vote 
counters, chairpersons, and speakers all represented the liberal 
viewpoint. 


The state conference schedule included a Friday evening panel 
discussion and workshops on Saturday before selecting delegates to 
“represent’"’ Vermont in Baltimore. The Friday night speakers 
were introduced as "four humanists,'' and they were. The speaker, 
Dr. Joan Smith, declared, ‘The family is not a biological entity. 
Historically it is true that the family is a creation of the state.” 


Saturday was an exercise in charades. All knew their parts. The 
controllers prejudiced the case by determining the issues to be 
discussed and by chairing each of the workshops. After backing 
both county and state conferences with a pool of professional 
"family services" (the abortion clinics, Planned Parenthood, Ment- 
al Health, Day Care people and social services were there in 
force) it was easy for the antifamily forces to win the day- 


Through blatant misrepresentation, padding the docket, by re- 
peatedly changing the rules, and in total disregard for families, the 
antifamily forces rode to victory. A great travesty of human justice 
was perpetrated on the people of Vermont last weekend in White 
River Junction; it was called the White House Conference on Fami- 
lies. 

Vermonters were betrayed. But wherever you live, your families 
are under attack, too. HEW, Women's Lib, "gay'' rights, and the 
humanistic social planners are out to destroy what has made our 
country great. Unless you act now to reject this massive attempt 
to destroy the American family, there will be no family—and no 
America. LA 


~ Joseph E. O'Neal is a Christian minister and writer living in 
Center Rutland, Vermont. 


SUB. RENEWAL 


Please make a mental note of the last time you renewed your 
subscription. If you can't remember, its probably time! If in 
doubt, go ahead and renew anyway. You'll be given proper credit. 
Your attention to this matter will save us a lot of time and trouble. 
Thanks. — Editor 
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Holiness, It’s Not Possible! 


R.D. Ice 


God has always taught the human family a righteousness that is 
extrinsic, external, and in that sense alien since it is not part of 
the normal makeup of a human person. Under the Law the death of 
the sacrifice was credited to the sinner, who was then declared 
righteous. In the same way, the Death of Christ, as the infinite 
Sacrifice is the means by which the Christian is declared righteous. 
"David says the same thing when he speaks of the blessedness of 
the man to whom God credits righteousness apart from works: 
"Blessed are they whose transgressions are forgiven, whose sins 
are covered. Blessed is the man whose sin the Lord will never 
count against him'" (Rom. 4:6-8). "Therefore, if anyone is in 
Christ, he is a new creation; the old has gone, the new has come!" 
(2 Cor. 5:17). This is how we can be perfect in God's sight while 
still sinful in fact. We struggle against sin (read Romans ch. 7), 
yet hold on confidently to the Sacrifice of Christ (Romans 8:1-4). 


"Certainly, Sir, I have literally experienced the end of the world. 
Believe it or not, I have suffered death because of my sin. Now, 
however, things are different. For the last forty years my life has 
been so perfect that not even God has been able to find a fault with 
me. Now, Mister, can that be said of you?" 


"Yes, thatis right. God cannot exceed it, because it is His very 
holiness. Don't you know, my good man, that the most fundamental 
truth in the universe is that God has joined man to the Saviour in 
such a way that in His eyes their holiness is indistinguishable? 
That Easter Friday God equated the Saviour with humanity. He 
let the end of the world, with its wrath and judgment, roll over 
sinful humanity in the person of His Son. A whole world died that 
night. But on the following Sunday morning God raided hell of all 
its captives in the resurrection of Christ and conferred His own 
sinlessness and eternal life upon them. Yes, Sir, God joined sinful 
man to His perfect Son by the equation mark of suffering. Seeing 
us, He sees only the image of His Son perfectly reflected." (via 
VERDICT, by permission) 


Forgiveness takes place in the Mind of God. We are perfect in 
Him. Read how Paul states it in Romans 9:30 = 10:4. ere is a 
righteousness through faith! = 

1206 N. Cayuga Street, Ithaca, New York 14850 
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A Challenge We Must Meet 


OLAN liiC His 


This summer my wife and I passed our 35th wedtiing anniversary. 
We are very glad we have never experienced the trauma of divorce. 
in the early years of our marriage we probably had as many con- 
flicts and serious problems as many people who wind up divorced, 
but we didn't. One of the big factors was, of course, a strong love 
bond between us. But another major factor was the simple fact that 
neither of us believed in divorce. We were both brought up to be- 
lieve that God intends marriage to be a life long commitment, "for 
better or worse.'' That is what we said in our vows and that is what 
we meant. Moreover, this view remains unchanged with us to this 
day. We still do not believe in divorce. But not believing in di- 
vorce is not the same thing as believing it to be an unpardonable 
Sin. It seems a strange thing indeed that we should be regarded as 
believing in, or endorsing, divorce simply because we believe that 
it can be forgiven freely by the grace of God. And this from a 
brotherhood whose dominant message has always been that God has 
given us a plan whereby we may have remission completely of all 
sins! But somehow, our attempts to apply that plan to this sin have 
resulted in casting the impression with many that we believe in the 
sin itself. In our Texas debate I stated many times that I do not 
believe in divorce, to which brother Connally rejoined, ''He believes 
in it after the fact!" (page 75). If my brethren reasoned that way 
on every Sin, I could well be accused of endorsing stealing, lying, 
fornication, or even murder, for I believe these can all be freely 
forgiven by grace. 


The plan of God provides for remission of all manner of sins 
except one. Jesus said, "All manner of sin and blasphemy shall 
be forgiven unto men; but the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost 
shall not be forgiven unto men" (Mat. 12:31). I suppose it used to 
be that we all believed this, until it developed that the interpretation 
some place on Matthew 19:9 will not allow for it. They seem not to 
be content to say that the man who puts away his wife, without 
fornication as a cause, and marries another, commits the sin of 
adultery, as the verse says. They add the further stipulation that 
this man "keeps on committing adultery" if he has any mate at all, 
once he has committed this sin. What else can this mean but that, 
even after repentance and application of the blood of Christ, that 
guilt is not actually erased but still remains to disqualify him from 
ever being married to anyone again? This makes it an absolutely 
unchangeable situation of ineligibility in consequence of the sin 
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committed. That simply means that this sin is not actually remitt- 
able, which in turn means that what Jesus said is untrue, that "all 
manner of sins'’ are remittable except blasphemy against the Holy 
Ghost. Surely it would seem reasonable to suppose that to bind 
sucha violent conclusion as this on the brotherhood, one would 
have to have at least some hard evidence to that effect among the 
examples or teachings of the apostles. 


Tragically, this presumption upon scripture threatens to divide 
the brotherhood today, because probably half of us are not willing 
to accept it, and see it as a contradiction against scripture. But 
the most tragic aspect of all is the fact that it bids to completely 
destroy our capacity to counsel or help so many of the population of 
the world today. Plain, open denunciation of sin does not do that. 
Judgment of its consequences does. Our ministry to rehabilitate 
dishonest thieves has never been hindered by saying openly, ‘We do 
not believe in it." Open repudiation of the sin is not contrary to 
God's will and it does not hinder the gospel. But when we start 
saying that any sin is, in effect, unpardonable and its stigma non- 
erasable, this is both contrary to the will of God and devastation to 
the gospel purpose of rehabilitation and redemption. When we do 
this, instead of serving as ministers we usurp the office of judge 
and invariably do great harm. This is why itis so important that 
this doctrine be weighed in the balances, measured by the one 
absolute standard, the Bible, and seen as it really is. It is the 
height of inaccuracy to put the question, "Is divorce wrong?” as the 
problem at issue among us today. That is just not the case. Our 
children need to have the same teaching we had, that marriage is 
for life, divorce is wrong, and that we just must not doit. This is 
exactly what we teach about other sins such as murder, lying, or 
stealing. But to go onward and also put divorce into the category 
of indelible, non-erasable sins, or to put any sin there except what 
Jesus put there, is to negate the word of God, set aside the plan of 
grace, and in effect, push a whole host of today's world population 
outside the reach of the blood of Christ and the gospel message. [If 
it is provable that the scriptures require that, then let the proof be 
seen and so let it be. But unless it is so proven, I cannot imagine 
a worse sin than doing this thing without scriptural authorizafion. 
Perhaps we would do well to consider the possibility that we might 
be making a judgment that only God can make, and then ponder 
awhile on the consequences of that. Above all, let none of us mis- 
represent another so badly as to say that some of us believe in the 
sin of divorce. We do not. 


The necessity of marriage in the male-female relationship is 
itself under serious challenge today. Even the necessity for sexual 
relationships being heterosexual is widely repudiated. The whole 
biblical concept of marriage, the home, and family decency is 
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strongly challenged right now. This is the challenge we absolutely 
must meet. But we cannot do that while at the same time policeing 
each other's eligibility to even participate in that lifestyle. Wecan 
meet that challenge if we devote our energies in support of the 
system and leave the judging and sentencing of violators up to God. 
I say again, this is a challenge we must meet. all 


P.O Box 1253, Searcy, Arkansas 72112 
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"But For The Grace Of God...” 


Michael Hall 


There's a dynamic in Christian thought which is at the very heart 
of the gospel. Wecall it "grace". This is gospel, ''the good=-news 
of God's grace" (Acts 20:24) to borrow a phrase from Paul. In New 
Covenant thought, to be "in grace" results from being called "into 
God's good-news" (Gal. 1:6-8). 


It is this dynamic that provided the GIFT of being right-with-God. 
It's this spiritual dynamic thatalone can deal with our basic 'wrong- 
ness" (guilt, imperfection, perversity, etc. ). 


"Does this grace make the ones graced perfect?" Emphatically 
I have to answer both YES and NO. . 


YES, in the sense that Christ "perfects" forever by his offering 
those who are set apart (Heb. 10:14). That is, we are fully and 
perfectly accepted by God. Status-wise, we are rightly-related to 
him, forgiven, welcomed, loved, renewed, given a brand new start! 
In this sense we're perfect, Jacking nothing for Christ is our all in 
all (read Colossians 2:10). 


NO, however, is the answer in the sense that we are yet imper- 
fect. More honestly, we are still slobs, sinners, wretches and 
rascals and get into desperation because of selfishness and ignor- 
ance. Though sons of the Most High, we still mess up, fall on our 
faces, disgrace ourselves and our witness through "smaller" sins 
that now seem even more grotesque and despicable, like gossip, 
bitterness, greed, unforgiving hearts, discontentment, etc. (Phil. 
$:10-14; Romans 7:14-26). (continued on back cover) 
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Concerning Elders -a Summary 


JACK R. HACKWORTH 


The editor has requested me to write a summary of my treatise 
CONCERNING ELDERS; which he has carried as a series for the 
past several months, and I gladly make the effort. 


I dealt with the general subject CONCERNING ELDERS in nine 
sections, or under nine headings. In the introduction attention is 
called to the necessity of having rules of hermeneutics and defini- 
tions of words. Rule #1 of Dungan's Hermeneutics is quoted, and 
this rule is followed and applied in the treatise. 


The literal meaning of the Greek word presbuteros (presbuteroi), 
which is translated in the English versions of the New Testament, 
which are commonly used, elder (elders) is old man (men). There 
are three thoughts expressed by the Greek word: 1) age, 2) number, 
and 3) gender. The one English word "elder" does not convey these 
three thoughts, and is therefore not an adequate translation. The 
word elder expresses age only, therefore the word "man" has to be 
used to convey number and gender as inhere in the Greek "'presbu- 
teros'. I substantiated this meaning by five lexicographers and 
several recognized and scholarly men of this and past generations, 
and thus far I have had no one step forward and dispute or deny it. 


Section two deals with the words ORDAIN and APPOINT. QOur 
English dictionary gives these words as synonymous and inter- 
changeable, and so do the Greek lexicons. For uniformity I used 
the word appoint, the literal meaning of which is to place or set. I 
called attention to nine examples of appointment, seven in the New 
Testament and two others. It is noted that appoint is a transitive 
verb, denoting action and having an object. In these instances 
there are both direct and indirect objects. The direct object was 
in existence when, and before, the appointing was done, and was 
acted upon in the appointing. The indirect object was the result of 
the action. Please study these nine examples carefully. 


Section three deals with two kinds of "elders"—natural and arti- 
ficial. The natural elder becomes so by the grace of God allowing 
him years to live. He grows to be an older man, the literal mean- 
ing of presbuteros. Artificial elders are created by the manipula- 
tions of human beings; they are man-made and are outside the 
literal, primary, natural and etymological meaning of the term. 
We are committed to the literal meaning as long as such makes 
good sense, and in the next section I show that it makes "good 
sense". 
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The next section is CONCERNING BISHOPS. The words bishop 
and elder do not mean the same thing. Elder refers to and has to 
do with age, and bishop refers to and has to do with work. Most of 
our lexicographers state that certain men were called presbuteroi 
because of their age and called bishops because of the work they 
did. Please examine carefully Acts 20:17-28. Old men (presbuteroi) 
met Paul in Miletus, and Paul tells these old men that the Holy 
Spirit has made (appointed) them bishops. The Holy Spirit at that 
time did his work through inspired men; most likely in Ephesus it 
was through the apostle Paul. Since the days of the inspired 
apostles the Holy Spirit accomplishes his work through the inspired 
writings. Please note carefully 1 Peter 5: The Holy Spirit addres- 
ses old men (presbuteroi) and instructs these old men to take the 
bishopric, becoming in so doing bishops, by tending God's flock 
and being examples thereto. 


The word office literally means work. There is no such expres- 
sion in the sacred writings as "office of elder’. Such an expression 
is incongruous since the word elder does not refer towork. Liter- 
ally ''affice of bishop"’ means ‘'work of bishop"’. The work the doing 
of which makes a mana bishop just as doing the work of plumbing 
makes a mana plumber. The work of bishop has to do with watch- 
ing over, tending, caring for, visiting people. The New Testament 
says nothing about anyone being "bishop of a work, or of things, 
even of an ecclesiastical organization.'' The New Testament usage 
is a relation to people. 


The idea of QUALIFICATION for ELDER is not in the New Testa- 
ment. The literal meaning of the word MUST is "free to be. '' And 
the Greek term so translated means, as agreed on by the five 
lexicographers referred to above, ‘behooves."' Please consider 
"women must be...", ''The husbandman must... ", and “bishop 
must be...'' The same Holy Spirit, by the same apostle Paul, 
writing to the same person makes the three statements. 


METAPHORICALLY bishops are referred to as shepherds. There 
are a few similarities between shepherds and bishops; however 
there are many differences between the relation of bishops to other 
Christians and that of shepherds to sheep, and we need to recognize 
these differences. 


The word RULE literally means model, guide, example or leader. 
I discussed this word and its use in Hebrews 13:7,17,24. Both 
Jesus and Peter forbid the exercising of authority over ‘others 
among Christians; however the primary idea is enjoined on bishops. 
The word "over" in Acts 20:28 should be "in'’". Likewise in 1 Thes. 
9:12 ''over''is the secondary meaning; the literal meaning is "before" 
which indicates a model, leader, example. These are the proof 
texts for "elders'’ having authority over other Christians. 
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their responsibility, given, not by men, but by the Holy Spirit in 
the New Covenant. As old men or as bishops they are not given 
authority over any person, work, thing or organization. The work 
has to do with visiting and caring for people. Men, without respect 
to age, were chosen by the Jerusalem disciples and appointed OVER 
(epi) a work. These men were not referred to by either the term 
presbuteroi or bishops, but rather ministrants (servants). Quota- 
tions from Alexander Campbell's Millennial Harbinger, William 
and David Lipscomb, and E.G. Sewell expressed my negative 
thoughts on AUTHORITY. There is no point in becoming tedious. 


As to applying CHRISTIAN AUTHORITY today, it is done by 
learning and applying the teaching of God's word. One can perceive 
Paul's understanding by reading it, one can have life in Jesus’ 
name through this writing, and the inspired writing will make the 
man of God complete. 


Please consider the syllogism I gave in conclusion. Also please 
answer the questions I have asked throughout the treatise. Espec- 
lally give book, chapter and verse for a precedent, example or 
authority for a congregation of God's people, or any portion thereof, 
selecting a man, or men, and having someone appoint such as 
elders, install them in the eldership, or make elders of such. If 
such is in God's word, you can call it to our attention just as 
quickly as book, chapter and verse as a precedent, example or 
authority for the use of instrumental music could be cited if such 
there were. 


Brethren, this is a serious and disturbing subject, and it has 
been for more than a hundred years as attested by the writings of 
leading brethren through the period. If in examining this treatise 
you find it to set forth error, it may be your responsibility, and 
you will be doing me an eternal favor by showing just wherein the 
error lies, and what the truth is in contrast thereto. Until such is 
done, I confidently affirm that this treatise sets forth the truth as 
revealed in ‘the teaching of Carist” on this particular subject. And 
I asseverate that it is sent out in the interest of truth. 


PAYING THE PRICE 


The editor also requested that I write something about the re- 
percussions I have encountered, or the price I have had to pay for 
setting forth, presenting and standing up for that which I am cone 
vinced is the truth as revealed in the New Testament concerning 
elders. I am not much for advertising my ills and broadcasting my 
hurts and abrasions; however, I am reminded that Paul saw fit by 
the Holy Spirit to record some of his, and the esteemed editor of 
Firm Foundation, Reuel Lemmons, has told of some of the "sticks 
and stones” thrown at him as the result of statements he has made 
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THEREFORE IN AN ATTEMPT TO AWAKEN, 
BRETHREN TO THE SITUATION, AND TO | 
WARN YOUNGER MEN WHO WILL BE 
COMING AFTER ME, THAT THERE B 

A PRICE TO PAY.... 


| 
| 


Older men have the authority to do the work of bishops as such is 
on the subject. Also I have received reports of younger men who 
have paid a high price for “thinking for themselves" and standing 
up for what they believe without straining their thinlsing through 
the minds of the powers that be.'' And in the last two issues of The 
Word of Truth, 1980, publicity was given to certain misdeeds of 
certain unnamed elders in some certain unnamed places and the 
resulting injury to certain preachers who were in disagreement 
with them. Therefore in an attempt to awaken brethren to the 
situation, and to warn younger men who will be coming after me, 
and you may be assured there will be those coming after me, that 
there is a price to pay. I shall refer to only one incident in my 
personal experience. 


The 'elders'"’ in my home town asked me to meet with them 
ostensibly to enter into a study for which I had made request. They, 
however, began the proceedings by asking me to agree to make no 
comment or to say anything which did not agree with their thinking. 
Upon my refusal to agree to théir request, they branded me a 
heretic and declared that they were giving me a first admonition. 
I asked just how they expected me to agree with them when they do 
not agree among themselves; but they were not answering questions, 
just pronouncing decrees. I plead with them to study the issue with 
me since they pose as "apt teachers" who are able to "'convict the 
gainsayers'"', and they make public announcements that they will 
study with anyone who disagrees with them. They emphatically, 
categorically, and even angrily refused to study with me. 


I can write more and give names and dates; however, what is the 
use? "All things will come to light, '' and all these men, whatever 
their ecclesiastical positions may be or whatever titles they may 
wear, are answerable to and stand before the same High Priest, 
Judge, and Master that you and I do. 


Incidentally, I have been waiting for that ‘second admonition" 
for almost two years, but it is evident that I was "rejected" even 
before a semblance of a "first admonition" was given. 

Indeed, "When small men cast long shadows, it is getting late." g@ 

2100 Lusk Street, Guntersville, Alabama 35976 
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ABRARAM 


R- L. Kilpatrick 





After we have heard all the sermons, read all the articles, and 
sat through all the classes studying about Abraham, we sometimes 
wonder if there's anything left to say. But again we sometimes 
wonder if we've got the message at all. In fact, with the current 
brotherhood attitude toward the Old Testament, we even wonder if 
the church has any concept at all about the value of those ancient 
scriptures. Some would be just as pleased to divorce the Old Test- 
ament completely, as some have already done. What brethren fail 
to see is that when we study the old scriptures we are studying the 
history of ourselves, ''God's people. *' The history of Israel is the 
only history that Christians have. We are that to which the patri- 
archs and prophets set out to build. We are in that age to which 
Israel looked forward. We are the escatalogical age of God's Old 
Testament people, the age of consummation of all things. The final 
is yet to come, of course, but the “end-time” is upon us. This is 
it, the count-down toward finalization. This is why Paul spoke of 
salvation and eternal life as already in our possession, and at other 
times spoke of it as yet future. The cross is the beginning of the 
resurrection age. History is complete with the cross. Therefore 
if we care about our history, and care to know it, then we must go 
to the Old Testament and learn it. Alan Richardson had this com- 
ment in the August, 1980issue of VERDICT. 


Biblical history is something in which Christians partici- 
pate, not merely something which they look at from the 
outside; it is a history which they carry inside themselves, 
because it is the history of their own people, not the 
history of a foreign nation. It is the history of the people 
of God, of which they became members at their baptism 
into the body of Christ... 

~». Lhe special quality of the biblical history, and that 
which gives it unique significance for Christians, is that it 
is our history. God worked his great acts of salvation 
amongst us, who have been grafted into the Israel of God... 
(page any 


The realization that the Cross was the ending of the history of God's 
people, rather than the beginning of it, provides insight into several 
problems that have always frustrated us; like, why were the New 
Testament writers seemingly unconcerned about the people of our 
century. Why were they constantly looking backwards into the Ola 
Testament discussing nast historical events ani people instead of 
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looking down the stream of time to our day? Why could they not 
have seen our day and put in a few words that might have clarified 
many of the issues that have made shambles of the church? It 
seems such a small thing for them to have madeafew simple state- 
ments of fact about matters such as the day on which Christians are 
to assemble for worship, how much to give, when, what, how and 
what to do with it; and what about Sunday schools, cups, literature, 
singing, and a whole host of other nagging issues. And John, would 
you please explain what you meant when saying to the “elect lady" 
and to Gaius, ‘Though I have much to write to you, 1 would rather 
not use paper and ink but I hope to come to see you and talk with 
you face to face... (2 John 12; 3 John 13}? Didn't John know that 
his writings were intended for us in this twentieth century ? that his 
writings were divinely inspired? and that (according to some) they 
were even part of the gospel? Or was John writing as if the history 
of God's people had already terminated, that the faith had been 
delivered once for all to the saints, and that from here on it was 
only necessary to understand what had already taken place in order 
to understand the present? This being true would make it unneces-~ 
sary for the inspired writers to look toward our day, but, rather, 
the pecple of our day were to look to John and other inspired men 
for understanding. 


For the apostles to have said something historically relevant to 
our generation would indicate that the history of God's people is 
continuous, which would indicate that the Messiah has not come, 
that the kingdom is not yet established and that salvatim is still 
future. 


Still, it is obvious that as long as you have people living and 
breathing you will have the passage of time and therefore history . 
God's people are living human beings who exist in time, and history 
is inevitable. However, we must understand that the kingdom of 
heaven is a spiritual kingdom, and in the spiritual world ''time" as 
we know it, does not exist. Spiritually, and since time is unknown 
as we humans understand it, things that transpired in that first 
century still stand, fixed, final, the faith delivered. The day of 
worship is the perpetual day, for our bodies are offered on the altar 
of life as a living, perpetual offering. John was not writingto us 
of the twentieth century with further doctrinal instructions not yet 
given by other apostles. His desire was to explain the story of re- 
demption in person to those close to him, rather than pen and ink. 
What he would tell them is what we learn from the history of God's 
people, the Old Testament. 


This may seem a long way around in getting to the story of Abra- 
ham, but it is vital that we create some interest in the subject be- 
fore we take up the history of this great man of God. 
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Besides Jesus, Abraham is probably the most central figure in 
allthe Bible. He appears from Genesis 11 throughout the remaind- 
er of the Bible, not only as a great man of faith but also as the 
spiritual father of all the faithful. It is possible that we may have 
centered too much on the "faith" of Abraham and not enough on the 
"life" of the man who possessed it, and even then we are apt to 
think only of his great test of faith, the offering of his son, Isaac. 
It seems reasonable to assume that since Paul set Abraham forth 
as the great example of one justified by faith, that his life would 
also serve as an example. After all, it is what faith does that 
makes faith commendable. There can be no separation of believing 
from what believing leads one to do. Faith without suitable action 
is faith worthless. If God was pleased with Abraham's faith, which 
he was, then we can believe that he was pleased with the lifestyle 
that resulted from it. This does not mean that God would approve 
of us going out and marrying several wives, or lying about the one 
we already have. The example is in what he did with what he knew 
and how he responded to the revelation of God. There is evena 
good lesson in his bad example of lying about his wife, for here was 
an act that was not of faith. He forgot that his life was under the 
guidance of the Lord and sought to overcome a dangerous situation 
without speaking to God about it. The lesson is obvious. The story 
of Abraham is intended to set before us a typical representative of 
man who lives by faith. He was a perfect example of an imperfect 
man, yet one who pleased God by his manner of life. Some might 
be tempted to say that Jesus was and is our perfect example, which 
is true, but that's the problem. Jesus was the PERFECT man and 
for this reason he is not a perfect representative of man, because 
man is the sinner. Jesus is the standard of perfection, the mark 
toward which we strive, and we in so doing, if we're like Abraham, 
will often fall short along the way and stand in need of His grace. 
Calmet, fhe great Bible scholar of bygone years, had this very 
appropriate summary of Abraham's life: 'We find an epitome of 
the whole law of nature, of the written law, and the law of Christ” 
(as quoted by Adam Clarke). 


When all is summed up of that age of "natural law", the Patriar- 
chal, Abraham stands forth as the very prototype of man in sub- 
mission to God. When all is summed up in the law of Moses, again 
Abraham is the epitome of what God desires of man, a man in 
submission to the will of God. The same thing still stands in the 
Christian age, and Paul informs us that we are saved just like 
Abraham (Rom. 4:22-24). What does God want us to be? Just like 
Abraham. In what respect, and what, really, was Abraham like? 


The lesson before us is a very simple one, and if we look for the 
profound we're likely to overlook what is on the surface. Just as 
Abraham's life serves as a typical representative of one whose life 
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is lived in submission to God, even his call from Ur of the Chalde- 
ans (Gen. 11:31; 15:7; Acts 7:3) is typical of the call of sinners today. 
Abraham lived in a land of idolatry when the word of Revelation 
came to him and the same is true today; that is, modern day sinners 
are likewise called from a land full of idolatry by the gospel, not 
necessarily the kind worshipped by those ancients, but idolatry 
nevertheless. The point is that there comes a time in one's life 
(for those who are fortunate to have heard the gospel) when the 
revelation of God comes to him, just as it did with Abraham; and 
further, that God is pleased when modern sinners respond jin the 
same fashion as did Abraham. He believed the revelation: As far 
as the record shows, he never questioned the origin of the message, 
nor did he offer excuses as to why he couldn't go. He could have 
said, ‘Lord 1 heard, but who are you? How dolI know that it's not 
my imagination playing tricks on me?" Or, "Lord, how do I know 
that you will keep your promise to bless me if I leave this place?" 
Or, ‘Lord, I’ve just got my caravan business rolling and if I leave 
now it's all going down the drain; and besides that, Dad is getting 
old and I don't think he could survive the trip" (and he didn't, Gen. 
11:31,32). He could have hemed and hawed just like Moses when 
God commissioned him to go to Egypt, but he didn't. He got up and 
went, not knowing where he was to go" (Heb. 11:8). Business 
ventures were terminated, monetary considerations were cast a-~ 
side, and without security of any kind, except from the One Who 
called him, Abraham plunged ahead into a strange land. 


The lesson here is easy to apply to the one who is called out of 
the world of sin today, and there are many who, just like Abraham, 
venture forth, leaving behind family, friends, businesses, and 
reputations to follow Christ, having no security except faith in the 
promise of God. On the otherhand, there are still many who are 
not willing to leave everything behind and set out on an unknown 
course, placing their trust in the power of God to keep them. Even 
the disciples had some doubts about doing this. After hearing 
Jesus say that it was easier for a camel to go through the eye of 
a needie than for arich man to enter the kingdom of heaven, the 
disciples became worried because Jesus had just made heaven 
seem impossible. They said in essence, "Lord we've left every - 
thing to follow you and now you're implying that no man can be 
saved, so what's in it for us?" Jesus was teaching that in spite of 
how much money one has, itis impossible for him to save himself 
by this means, "With men it is impossible, but not with God;..... 
there is no one who has left house or brothers or sisters or 
mother or father or children or lands, for my sake and for the 
gospel, who will not receive a hundred-fold now in this time, houses 
and brothers and sisters and mothers and children and lands, with 
persecutions, and in the age to come eternal life...(Mark 10:23-31). 
Note ''"... NOW IN THIS TIME", which means that whatever is sacri- 
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ficed to follow Christ will be returned IN THB LIFE with 10, 000% 
interest. Who believes it!? Who is willing to put the Lord to the 
test to find out? In most instances, the Bible condemns the man 
who attempts to put the Lord to the test to verify his existence, but 
in this case God tells man to "put me to the test and see if I don't 
open the windows of heaven and pour down for you an overflowing 
blessing" (Malachi 3:10). "Give, and it will be given to you; good 
measure, pressed down, shaken together, running over, will! be put 
into your lap. For the measure you give will be the measure you 
get back" (Luke 6:38). "But seek first his kingdom and his right- 
eousness, and all these (material, rlk) things shall be yours as 
well" (Mat. 6:33). Those who are fearful will never learn the great 
lesson taught in these verses. Is it faith to accept these things as 
truth without the trust to apply them, to really put God to the test? 


In this present life of relative ease the great test of faith is in 
giving, either of self or material things. Thank God we are not 
called upon to pass such tests as was given to Abraham. But the 
lesson here is that somewhere along the way there will come a 
time when each Christian will be required to pass his own "'slay 
your only son” type of test. It is good that we undergo such tests. 
Man must become acquainted with himseif, and how can he know 
except that he be introduced, to come face to face with reality, that 
"Moment of Truth"', so to speak, when we discover the kind of stuff 
we're really made of. How strong are we? Are we out of reach of 
Satan? Until Christians are tested by hardships, they are nothing 
more than putty in the hands of the Devil. This is said tobe the 
reason why Adam and Eve were So easily deceived by Satan. They 
had never endured hardships which builds strength of character so 
as to withstand temptations. Paul speaks of this in Romans 5:3-5, 
",.ewe rejoice in our suffering, knowing that suffering produces 
endurance, and endurance produces character, and character pro- 
duces hope, and hope does not disappoint us, because God's love 
has been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit which has 
been given to us.'' He who undergoes severe trial and passes the 
test, knows himself. God said to Israel, "And you shall remember 
all the way which the Lord your God has led you these forty years 
in the wilderness, that he might humble you, testing you to know 
what was in your heart, whether you would keep his commandments, 
or not. ... Know then in your heart that, as a man disciplines his 
son, the Lord your God disciplines you" (Deut. 8:2,5). It was not 
that God wanted to know for himself whether Israel would be obedi- 
ent, since he is omniscient; he wanted Israel to know herself. The 
young soldier going into combat for the first time has no knowledge 
of himself, his stamina, and he has no inner peace until the battle 
is over. Afterwards he is a seasoned veteran. He passed the test 
in that great moment of truth, and now he knows what he's made of. 
Abraham came face to face with himself when he was commanded 
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to offer his son Isaac. His obedience matured him; his faith was 
made perfect (James 2:22). Only after his faith came to maturity 
did Abraham begin to understand his role in the great scheme of 
redemption. This brought the realization that he was a stranger 
and a sojourner on the earth, and his real quest was for that city 
whose builder and maker is God. 


There must be a time of testing for us all. Whatever is ahead of 
us in eternity, God's plan calls for people who have endured in spite 
of suffering, who have become powerful in character and patience. 
We are "heirs of God and fellow heirs with Christ, provided we 
suffer with him in order that we might be glorified with him" (Rom. 
8:17). 'In this you rejoice, though now for a little while you may have 
to suffer various trials, so that the genuineness of your faith, more 
precious than gold which though perishable is tested by fire, may 
redound to praise and glory and honor at the revelation of Jesus 
Christ" (1 Pet. 1:6, 7). 


Not much is said about Abraham's business ventures while he 
lived his life of faith, how he made his money, etc. But we are 
informed that he was a rich man, having more than 300 servants, 
with lands, cattle, gold and silver. Since so little is said of this 
aspect of his life we can assume that his faith led him to live by the 
maxim voiced by Jesus some 2000 years later. That is, he was 
seeking that kingdom wherein was that great city whose Maker was 
God, who received God's own righteousness imputed to him on the 
basis of his faith. And in the process of his life ail the material 
possessions which he had given up in Chaldea to travel into that 
strange country was returned to him "one-hundred fold", lands, 
servants, wives, sons, silver and gold, pressed down, shaken 
together and running over. What is God telling us except that Abra- 
ham is a typical example of how His providential care is upon all 
who set out on their journey of faith. Lord we believe; help us in 
our unbelief. 


Why is it that so many Christians feel that God does not answer 
their prayers? Because they, unlike Abraham, do not seek what 
Abraham sought; they do not "pant after God" as the number one 
priority in their lives, and they pray only after the doing of their 
own thing fails. Those who seek God's kingdom first should only 
thereafter pray with thanksgiving for what they have received as 
the result of God's providential care over them, because God 
knows what his children need even before they ask. And, too, not 
only should we seek first the kingdom, but also God's righteousness 
as opposed to the attempt to save ourselves by our own righteous- 
ness merited by good works. ee 
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BUT FOR THE GRACE OF GOD... - from page 9 


It's for this reason God leaves us on this planet and doesn't im- 
mediately snatch us to heaven from the baptismal fount. After 
endowing us with the CHROT-LIFE within, he utilizes our earth 
pilgrimage to further educate, train, discipline and develop us. He 
even has the crazy notion of actually transforming us into little 
Christs!! Such audacity! Ah, such splendor! Father wants to 
make us like himself: godlike, godly, holy, separated, glorious. 
Talk about a renewal program! This is the grand adventure we're 
called to. 


But before you get caught up in the ecstasy of it all in shouting 
your WOWS, I must warn you that his dynamic (grace) can be ruth- 
less on your old carnal life! Father's program of renewal is utterly 
radical. He isn't planning for just a little touch-up job; a little bit 
of paint here, a little polishing there. No. He has in mind to 
utterly and completely REMAKE us after the image of his only 
begotten Son. 


305 S. Skinker Blyd., St. Louis, Missouri 63105 
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LETTERS 


Ithaca, New York 


Looks like ENSIGN is stirring up many diverse opinions on many 
topics. If the folk are at least talking and sharing that is better 
than the firebombs of the past. Appreciate your weathering the 
arrows socalmly. - Carl Lloyd 


Austin, Texas 


I suspect instrumental music as an issue is symbolic of all that 
is wounded and festering among anti churches and mainline CofC's. 
If ENSIGN hasn't generated controversy before, I'm sure this issue 
will do it. I for one, however, agree with your characterization 
of the issue. My preference in worship is against use of instru- 
ments; on the other hand, I'm not about to legislate what other 
assemblies do. Besides, in our family we have plenty of contem- 
porary gospel music records and tapes which we listen to with 
great pleasure and deepened appreciation of the Lord's grace and 
care for us. It would be hypocritical of us to demand otherwise of 
brethren. 

Still, instrumental music is one of the last "strongholds" of doc- 
trine which separate the sheep from the goats among "true blue" 
conservatives~and which yet unite anti with "liberal."' I imagine 
the Guardian of Truth folks will have something to say about this 
one. = Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


Flint, Michigan 


It appears to me that you cannot consistently apply your argument 
concerning the “neutrality” of instrumental music in other areas. 
Regarding the use of the instrument, you said in your February 
edition of ENSIGN: "...it is neither scriptural or unscriptural be- 
cause the Bible says nothing about it either way." You then pro- 
ceeded to, with one fell swoop, clear away the arguments based on 
psallo and also on the "law of exclusion." 

Lef me focus on the ‘law of exclusion" for a moment. You are 
mistaken when you say "the Bible says nothing about it either way." 
The matter in question ought to be music, not instrumental music. 
And God surely does have things to say about music. It is even 
wrong to say the Bible says nothing about instrumental music for 
it does. 

If we can be neutral about instrumental music in worship since 
the Bible is silent about it in worship assemblies then why cannot 
we be neutral about other things where the Bible is silent? If we 
accept the law of exclusion at all about the Lord's Supper emblems 
and Noah's wood then why not in other areas? Are fries and Pepsi 
OK for communion? Surely the Bible is silent about it. 

- Steven Clark Goad 
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Columbus, Indiana 


God bless you! The magazine has put forth some super ideas 
lately, revealing some glorious truths that have been covered up 
by institutionalism in the church. It's like discovering a diamond 
in coal. - Susan Mullins 


Pasadena, Texas 


If one can believe your "enemies" you are doing a most effective 
job in a the truth (see "Guardian of Truth'"(?), p. 6, Feb. 
12, 1981). 

It seems rather ludicrous that those who have been so loud in 
claiming ‘the Bible only” must now resort to other "books" in order 
to prevent an "unconscious acceptance of Calvinism"!* I marvel 
that Willis would openly admit that without the unspired "books" of 
men, the "Restorationists" will capitulate to "Calvinism"! 

- Bob L. Ross 
~ * See reference on page 18. -rlk 


Pekin, Nlionis 


May our God continue to use you in His service. You are doing, 
I'm convinced, a great work through Ensign and other vita! areas. 
Brother Ketcherside use to remark that since we at large have 
abandoned the early pioneers’ goal that God still had good Presby- 
terians around to get it going again. 

I’m not an editor, preacher hero worshipper when I say God has 
raised up men in one day to arouse many of legalism, sectarianism, 
etc. Your great efforts and other sources are I! believe rising to 
the occasion in this area. You know I heard the man who invented 
the rocking chair later became a Christian and repented for ever 
having anything to do with it due to the fact he claimed it seemed 
to be many Christians’ favorite past time. No doubt unless Christ- 
lans like myself get out and start beating the brush, and recruiting 
for Jesus we'll be in for a rude awakening someday. If Christians 
only started practicing what they already know it would turn the 
world upside down! - Ed Shroyer 


Nevada, Missouri 

It's most thrilling to read a publication that allows free reign to 
your contributors and writers so that your readers get a number of 
views that don't always coincide in every detail, but the spirit of 
sincere investigation is there, and I'm sure that the Old Book, if 
given half a chance will come up with the truth. 

No man or set of men, public or private, can claim to be the 
final authority in matters of interpretation~that must be left to the 
man or men who are going to be called on to answer. I certainly 
don’t want anyone to answer for me and it gives me pause when I 
become too positive in my own mind and try to press my deductions 
on someone else. - C. H. Ephland 
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The Restoration Myth- Revisited 


Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


Several years ago I submitted an article entitled, ‘The Restora- 
tion Myth," to the editor of one of the "conservative" periodicals. 
He rejected it at the time because he felt that "some might get the 
wrong idea" about what I was saying. In retrospect, what he prob- 
ably meant was that someone might get the right idea. But undaunt— 
ed, I sent it to a more maverick editor who chose to use it anyway. 
The substance of that article was that there was a strange ambiva- 
lence, an odd paradox about the way some preachers and editors 
talked about the restoration principle. 


some, for instance, talked about "restoration" as something 
already accomplished: true churches were finally established after 
two centuries of trying and it was our business then to proclaim 
this fact throughout the land. On the other hand, there were some, 
a bit more cautious, who referred to restoration as an "ongoing" 
process—that what we had was a restored blueprint, not churches 
as such. In this case, our job was to proclaim, not the Church of 
Christ, but the unchanging blueprint which was resistant to mere 
"human interpretation'' and the "traditions of men." Of course, 
there were some positions somewhere between these two as well. 
Nevertheless, there seemed to me to be two distinct approaches 
out there, one more institutional and churchly oriented, the other 
more bookish and tied to reason and logic. The former pointed to 
"tradition" (this is, what "we", the Churches of Christ, have ac- 
complished, learned, debated, practiced over our short history); 
the latter stressed, instead, the pattern itself—resting on the idea 
that no matter what someone a century or a decade or a week ago 
might have done, one might uncover something right now, today 
that needed to be either restored or removed. 


My response was that the idea of "restoration" —its peculiar 
post-19th century version—was a slippery one, for it seemed to 
make the New Covenant something akin to a faded photograph, one 
whose dark outlines only were visible. As such, it allowed these 
two distinct formulae to emerge, one saying, ''Go ye into all the 
world and preach the Church of Christ, '' the other saying, "Go ye 
into ali the world and preach the pattern.” The gospel itself had 
short shrift either way it seemed to me. For despite denials to the 
contrary and a voracious history against it, the "heirs of the rest~ 
oration"’ indeed seemed to have established a creed—a creed as 
well formulated and drafted in stone as any which the anticreedalist 
may have opposed. The questions I asked then were, in effect, Is 
the New Covenant a faded photograph? Are we the only ones to have 
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noticed it, if itis? What is the best way to think of this New Cove- 
nant we have newly discovered and whose pattern we are beginning 
to trace? 


Six years or so later, I am asking the same kind of questions. 
though in a bit different context. I originally used the word "myth" 
in my title, because I wanted to draw attention to the fact that—like 
many other myths-—the "restoration" idea had substance to it, but 
not necessarily the one given current popularity and acceptance, 
This is to say, the Lord indeed may want his people to rise up and 
restore lost doctrines and emphases, but the current rendition of 
this platform may not exactly be what he has in mind. I would 
venture to say that that notorious "average" church member has a 
pretty streamlined view of "the restoration movement, "' taught to 
him by well-meaning brethren. [It goes something like this: 

(1) After the last apostle died, the church went haywire and "the 
gospel" (which in this case includes everything ever said by Jesus 
or inspired by the Spirit) got lost; 

(2) There were few, if any, true churches for about 170 years— 
but, luckily, Alexander Campbell with a few others, found this out 
and began to restore all the right things; 

(3) Campbell got a bit carried away here and there and didn't 
restore everything exactly right and actually added a few things— 
but there were always Lipscomb and Fanning and Sommer around, 
and they finally got things straight. 

(4) As a result, we can all. rest easy, because the pattern's 
restored—it's almost like 33 A.D. again—and the only thing to do 
now is to follow it to the letter. 


Now I would like to say that this version of the past two hundred 
years is mythical—and yet like all good myths, continues to have a 
hold on many people. It enjoys a certain unassailable status—like 
Walter Scott's five finger plan of salvation—that can hardly be dis- 
lodged. But no one who has read through Dr. Ed Harrell's brilliant, 
if somewhat (to me) deterministic, analysis of restoration history 
of two volumes, can look at restoration history through such a 
simplistic perspective. Yet in our film strips and tracts and gen- 
eral behavior in the communities we populate we strive to perpetu- 
ate the idea that everything has been cut and dried, "restored,’ if 
you will, since around 1900. Then, somewhat ironically, when 
someone begins to step out and practice that as if it were true~like 
the Crossroads bunch—they get roundly denounced from the left and 
right within Churches of Christ. The Crossroads people have this 
virtue, if nothing else; they have taken proverbial "Church of Christ" 
doctrine and made it a lifestyle—a lifestyle so vibrant that it has 
engendered the pejorative label, "cult'’ in the communities where 
they live. 


Now I have no intention of defending the ''Crossroads philosophy" 
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(whatever that may be)—but mention it only to accentuate this 
essential paradox I alluded to in the beginning. When it comes right 
down to it, either we have succeeded in tracking down every jot and 
tittle the Lord wants believed and practiced—or we haven't. From 
what I have seen, I suspect that public posture says we have, while 
private practice says we're not even close. The fact is, even among 
the "we've-got-it-all-settled"” folks, there is great divergence and 
wirest. Even as noble and dedicated a soul as Leslie Diestelkamp-~ 
long an overseas evangelist among conservative churches—is not 
free from the carping criticism about his positions on grace and 
salvation in the conservative press. His "crime" is believing that 
God forgives those sins we commit in ignorance if we have repent- 
ant hearts and are striving to walk in the light. 


I happen to think that "restoration" is an on-going process—but 
by its very nature as an on-going process, it implies that we do not 
at any one point necessarily know everything or practice everything 
perfectly. Certainly no one in the Old Covenant days—the days of 
the prophets, mind you—ever knew everything or practiced every - 
thing perfectly. Yet many blithely pronounce the terms of the New 
Covenant in the very legal terms which Paul himself scorns in 
Romans and Galatians—salvation by perfect performance. I can't 
help but think of many brethren in terms of the parable Jesus em- 
ploys in Luke 12. Like the Rich Fool, they continue to multiply 
their "crop": laws, regulations—continuing to build bigger barns to 
more and more legislation. ‘Restoration’' to them evidently means 
that God has foreseen that in every generation more and more laws 
need to be "recovered" from the faded photograph. I too believe 
truth can be forgotten or waylaid and that in each generation we 
might need "'prophets"’ among us to turn us back in the right direc- 
tion. But I do not believe the New Covenant is like the U.S. Con~ 
stitution which can be molded and maneuvered according to the 
spirit of the age. The pattern of salvation is clear whether church 
polity and organization is or not. The pattern is Jesus. In his 
se]f-- giving love, he took all past/present/ future sins upon him; 
having taken our place, having conquered death by his resurrection, 
he can now offer to "whosoever will” a place at the Father's right 
hand. There haven't been too many Christians since 35 A.D. who 
have misunderstood that, though the way has been cluttered with 
theory and speculation. If a community of Christians could ever be 
mobilized on that simple pattern alone, the earth might again say 
“they have turned the world upside-down." 


1109-B Brackenridge Apts., Austin, Texas 78703 


lie 


Editor's Note: Starting with the May issue, Bruce Edwards, Jr. will 
begin editing a section of the magazine titled ''Cross Reference". 
This portion of the Ensign will contain devotional and/or inspira- 
tional type articles. This we believe will add much to the Ensign. 
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HOLY SPIRIT BAPTISM 
Jack R. Hackworth _ 


There is more confusion, misunderstanding, and more erroneous 
ideas and false teaching about baptism in the Holy Spirit than there 
is about most any Bible subject. fam persuaded all this is the 
result of a general failure to accept and apply the simple meaning 
of words. The word "baptism" is defined: 1) literally - to whelm; 
which in turn means to cover with a liquid; therefore we are given 
"to dip", ‘iImmerse™. 2) figuratively = to "overwhelm"; which in 
turn means to take possession or control of. Unless it can be shown 
that the Holy Spirit is a liquid, we per force must accept the fitur- 
ative meaning of baptism in this connection. Baptism is, by or with 
the Holy Spirit is an overwhelming by the Spirit; and an overwhelm- 
ing by the Spirit is a baptism in the Spirit. Where and whenever 
there is a ‘baptism in the Holy Spirit" there is an overwhelming by 
the Spirit; and conversely whenever there is an overwhelming by 
the Spirit, there is a baptism in the Spirit. 


Baptism, literally or figuratively, does not mean or refer to a 
"measure", portion, or part of a thing as it has come to be popu- 
larly used in the past several years. The fact is the Holy Spirit 
expressly affirms that, God giveth not the Spirit by measure" (Jno. 
3:34). King James’ translators added the words "to him"! in the 
statement, and from this addition it has been implied by some that 
God does give the Spirit "by measure” to some, and the theory of 
“measures of the Spirit'’ has evolved, and among these supposed 
measures such theorists have one which they have labeled "the 
baptismal measure"; which they further theorize is the greatest 
measure given. We need first of all to divest our minds of the 
erroneous idea and theory by recognizing that baptism does not 
mean 'measure"', and that God does not give the Spirit by measure. 
Then we are prepared to study the subject in the light of the mean- 
ing of the term. 


Matthew, Mark, and Luke all record John's saying that he bap- 
tized with water, but that a mightier than he would come, and this 
one would baptize with the Holy Spirit and with fire. Does anyone 
affirm that John the baptist's statement should read, "I give youa 
baptismal measure of water unto repentance, but...he shall give 
you a baptismal measure of the Holy Spirit and a baptismal meas- 
ure of fire’? John, the apostle, re Te various promises whic 
Jesus made to his apostles concerning the Holy Spirit, Jno. 14:16=17 : 
1)"'The Father will give you the Spirit of truth... 2) that he may be 
with you forever; 3) he abideth with you; 4) and shall be in you.... 
(verse 26): 5) The Holy Spirit shall teach you all things; 6) and 
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bring to your remembrance all that I said to you... (16:8): 7) He 
will convict the world in respect of sin, of righteousness, and of 
judgment...; (v. 13): 8) The Spirit of truth shall guide you into all 
the truth..." And Jesus said to his apostles (Acts 1:5); "... for 
John indeed baptized with water (not gave you a baptismal measure 
of water); but ye shall be baptized in the Holy Spirit (not receive a 
baptismal measure of the Holy Spirit) not many days hence." 


These promises were fulfilled, or the fulfillment of them was 
begun on the Jewish feast day, pentecost, perhaps ten days after 
Jesus returned to the Father, as per Acts chapter two. We can be 
sure that those to whom the promise was made as per John 14 and 
16, and Acts 1:5 were affected. The Spirit came, ''They were filled 
with the Holy Spirit". He was in them and began his abode with 
them, and the doing of_aJl things which Jesus said he would do 
when he came. Also they dae Garttzedd in the Holy Spirit. The 
question is, "Just what took place when they were baptized in the 
Holy Spirit?'' From the meaning of the term baptize, as noted 
above, the Holy Spirit took possession and control of them for the 
period of time covered by Acts 2:14-40, and so that what they said 
and did was not by their own volition, but the Holy Spirit was 
responsible for what they did and said. They were completely 
under his control during that period. 


Ordinarily ''the spirits of the prophets were subject to the pro- 
phets" so that each could speak or refrain from speaking and give 
deference to another thus exercising his own volition (1 Cor. 14:30- 
32). However, on the grand and momentous occasion of the begin— 
ning of the proclamation of salvation in Jesus' name ieft nothing to 
the volition or descretion of the apostles or any other men. The 
Holy Spirit took control of those apostles so that he was wholiy 
responsible for their actions and speech for the period covered in 
Acts 2:14-40. This is the meaning of the expression "baptized in 
the Holy Spirit."' 


Paul received the Spirit from God by which was given to him "'the 
things of God" (1 Cor. 2:10-13). He was filled with the Holy Spirit 
(Acts 9:17), but there is no suggestion that the Spirit ever over= 
powered or took control of him so that he at any time did not have 
the exercise of his volition—that he was at any time for any period 
“baptized in the Holy Spirit."' The Holy Spirit is a person and force 
which enabled certain ones whom God chose to do a particular work 
which God chose for them to perform, but in most instances they 
exercised their own volition in the performance. In a few instances 
the Spirit commandeered persons, or things, so that he and not 
they was responsible for the happenings on a given occasion. This 
was a "baptism in the Spirit." 


CORNELIUS! HOUSE 
Acts 10:44-45 records that "the Holy Spirit fe]l on all them that 
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heard the word... and that on the Gentiles was poured out the gift 
of the Holy Spirit."" In passing, does anyone question here that ''the 
gift of the Holy Spirit'' was gift composed of the Holy Spirit? Some- 
thing also happened which caused Peter to remember Jesus's words 
™, «» Ye shall be baptized in the Holy Spirit.'' Does it not seem more 
than a little strange that something other than a baptism in the 
Spirit would bring those words to Peter's remembrance? And the 
record of the events shows that there was a baptism in the Holy 
Spirit. These Gentiles were caused to speak in tongues, something 
they were not looking, asking, seeking, desiring or expecting to do, 
something there is no evidence they knew could be done, and some- 
thing they perhaps were not aware they were doing, or had done 
when it was terminated. The Spirit overwhelmed them and was 
solely responsible for that which they did as a sign and assurance 
from God to Peter and his companions and to all men since. 


OLD TESTAMENT EXAMPLES 


The words "baptize" and "baptism" are not found in the Old Test- 
ament; however, the condition— overwhelming by the Spirit —is 
recorded there several times, and baptism in the Spirit occured 
whenever this condition occured. 1Samuel 19:18-24 records that 
three times the Spirit of God came on Saul's messengers and once 
on Saul, causing them to desist from their stated purpose and do 
things which they had no idea or desire of doing. The account 
graphically portrays an overwhelming by the Spirit, thus a baptism 
of the Spirit. 


Numbers 24:2-3,15 relates that the Spirit of God came on Balaam 
causing him to take up his parable, and this with chapter 23:7, 18, 
reveals that this happened four times. Four times Balaam was 
baptized in the Holy Spirit; the Holy Spirit overwhelmed him, stop~ 
ped him from doing what he was intent on doing and made him do 
the very opposite. Balaam was no better after being baptized in 
the Holy Spirit than he was before. He still "taught Balak to cast a 
stumbling block before the children of Israel, to eat things sacri- 
ficed to idols, and to commit fornication" (Rev. 2:14). And he is 
help up as a warning to us (2 Pet. 2:15-16). 


In Numbers 22:27-30 we learn that Jehovah opened the mouth of 
Balaam's ass, and she spoke in a tongue. We have learned from 
the case of Balaam, of Cornelius and of the apostles that this 
power was given by the Holy Spirit. Therefore God through the 
Holy Spirit caused this ass to so perform. However the said ass was 
not changed by this baptism in the Holy Spirit. She was still only a 
long-eared ass though she had been baptized in, overwhelmed by, 
the Holy Spirit. When today anyone thinks he has been baptized in 
the Holy Spirit, and was enabled to speak in "a tongue", he should 
remind himself that so was Balaam's ass. 

2100 Lusk Street, Guntersville, Alabama 35976 
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| TWO-DIMENTIONAL GRACE 


Michael Hall 


What we mildly and carelessly call "grace" is a spiritual dynamo 
of atomic power. It not only sets a person right-with-God in an 
ultimate sense, erasing the past but it also remakes a person from 
the INSIDE OUT by a transformation process far more marvelous 
and radical than the transformation that David Banner goes through 
every excruciating Fright night on "The Incredible Hulk.” 


Grace can be best understood as a two-dimensional process. 
First God imputes grace to us, giving us that longed for perfect 
relationship with him. Our acceptance is complete. It cannot be 
improved on. All of our church attending, praying, giving, studying, 
etc., do not in the least bit make our Right-Standing before him 
any more secure or vital. Christ's atonement "perfected us for- 
ever.'’ When he cried out, "It is finished" from the cross, it was 
100% finished and our feeble works don't add even a fraction of a 
percentage point to it! 


But then God imparts grace to us, actually endowing us with that 
heavenly dynamic that empowers us inwardly (Eph. 3:16). The 
result is that every day in little ways he renews us in an ever on- 
going, progressing transformation (Ii Cor. 3:18; 4:16). This is the 
work of God's Spirit and we call this "sanctification." His grace 
within works to make us more holy. 


Salvation is two-dimensional, then. Imputed grace redeems, 
reconciles, declares us innocent and perfects our status before 
God. Imparted grace renews, regenerates, purifies, enlivens and 
radically transforms our character. The first is Christ's work, 
the second is the Spirit's. The first is perfect, occurs instantan- 
eously, while the second is imperfect and takes a life-time of 
development. 


The first is God's work FOR us; the second is his work IN us. 
The second is always derived from the first. The second is not the 
gospel, but the result of it. The Good-News is that God declares 
us "good" or right and then he goes about via his Spirit to make us 
good. First he accounts his grace to us, then he imparts it to 
make us like himself, gracious. 


It would be cheap grace to want imputed grace without imparted 
grace. It would be legalism to try to practice imparted grace with- 
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out the Good-News of imputed grace. The truth is that whom God 
sets in right-relationship, he begins his renewal program to trans- 
form them from the jpgide out. Soa Christian is a person under 
construction. And the Architect won't quit till he gets the job done. 


MID- TRANSFORMATION 


In November of 1980, David Banner on The Incredible Hulk got 
himself caught in the middle of one of his transformations. A rock 
from outer space triggered the strange event. He became half -Hulk 
and half=-human. Yet he was neither David Banner nor the Hulk 
altogether. 


Would you like to hear of an even stranger phenomenon? Christ- 
ians also are right this minute in "mid-transformation"! They are 
caught in-between their old natural, carnal selves and the new 
nature of the Christ-life. This happens because God's spiritual 
dynamic (‘grace’) has been accepted. And once his grace gets 
within, he himself (via his Spirit) doesn't stop transforming the 
Christian until the salvation (wholeness) which he puts within has 
been worked out (Phil. 1:6; 2:12). 


What are Christians being transformed into? We don't know. 
But when it's all completed, and the body itself is transformed to 
share in the new nature of the resurrection, it will be immortal, 
glorious, like Christ's resurrected nature and of marvelous splen- 
dor! (I John 3:1-3; Phil. 3:20-21). 


David Banner found it uncomfortably miserable to be in mid-~ 
transformation. Sodowe. ‘In this tabernacle we groan, earnestly 
desiring to be clothed upon with our house from heaven... we that 
are in this tabernacle do groan, being burdened, that we might be 


clothed upon, that mortality might be swallowed up of life" (I Cor. 
§:1-5). 


The new nature (spiritual and physical immortality) began when 
we first uttered a feeble "yes" to God, accepting the Good-News of 
forgiveness (Il Tim. 1:10). And yet we are not yet completely 
immortal. We must wait for the last day when our bodies will be 
immortalized, when our new LIFE (the Christ-life, ‘eternal life") 
will swallow up our mortality. Then the transformation will be 
complete. Then Jesus will change our vile bodies that they may be 
shaped like his glorious body (Phil. 3:20-21). 


We call that "glory." Say, have you received his Gift of Grace 
yet? Let him get you started on the greatest TRANSFORMATION 
around] 
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THE DEPRAVITY OF MAN R. L. Kilpatrick 


In the next few issues of the Ensign we will spend some time in 
response to a series of articles appearing in the Guardian of Truth 
magazine, by Mike Willis, refuting the doctrines of "Calvinism". 
It's not that we're this concerned with protecting Calvin—for Calvin 
can take care of himself when his writings are allowed to stand as 
he intended them—but because in refuting Calvinism bro. Willis has 
refuted a lot of Bible. 


In his series on Calvinism, bro. Willis has advanced very little 
scripture by way of substantiating his arguments, seemingly content 
to rest his case upon the power of his own influence, and upon his 
ability to stigmatize certain doctrines with the dreaded name, 
"Calvinism."’ Even though our aim is not principally to defend John 
Calvin, the great Reformer, we do defend those great truths which 
he taught that are clearly scriptural. We will also defend his 
teachings against the abuse heaped upon them unjustly by some of 
our "gospel preachers", those who have closed their ears to all 
thought except as eminating from the pages of their own papers. Kk 
has always been the unbecoming practice of many of our gospel 
preachers to structure the teachings of others in the worst possible 
form, even to crossing over into misrepresentation. We review 
these essays by bro. Willis hopefully to bring better understanding 
to what we believe to be the most important doctrines contained in 
scripture; doctrines such as justification, law, grace, gospel, love, 
faith, righteousness, the nature of man, and sin. If brethren miss 
the point on these, they have missed it all. 

It would be inconsistent with our stated "purpose" for printing 
the Ensign to allow such an attack upon the greatest of all subjects 
to go unchallenged, as that perpetrated by the Guardian of Truth, 
so-called. Willis even has the notion that anyone who teaches a 
doctrine taught by Calvin, such as imputed righteousness, is a 
"Calvinist'', not realizing that it was taught long before Calvin, and 
principally by the apostle Paul. Teaching what Calvin taught does not 
make one a Calvinist any more than teaching what Campbell taught 
makes one a ''Campbellite™! 


No one should be frightened by the name "Calvinist". If makes 
just about as much sense to refer to one as a Calvinist who teaches 
a doctrine that Calvin taught, as it does to refer to bro. Willis as 
a Campbellite because he teaches what Campbell taught (which he 
does not, which we shall see later). Within itself this does not 
mean that either Calvin or Campbell originated the doctrine taught, 
nor that those who are called after them are followers of them. It 
simply means that Calvin and Campbell gave emphasis to, and 
popularized certain Bible teachings that they felt had been over- 
looked and/or neglected. Now, we ought to be able to give the same 
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emphasis without being referred to as devotees of the teacher who 
made the teaching popular. Frankly I have no qualms about being 
calied either a Calvinist or Campbellite as long as these names 
refer to my theology. Incidentally, Calvin and Campbell had a fot 
in common. 


However, the manner in which bro. Willis uses the term Calvin- 
ist is designed to frighten and stigmatize. Example, he refers to 
the Ensign and says, ‘In the pages of this journal, the doctrine of 
imputed righteousness is propagated... Yes, brethren, Calvinism 
has made some inroads among Christians". (Guardian of Truth, 12 
Feb. 1981, p. 6) Note that it is not the doctrine of imputed right= 
eousness that made "inroads" but ''Calvinism." The tainting of the 
doctrine of imputed righteousness with Calvinism is designed to 
protect the reader. Hopefully the doctrine has made some inroads 
among us and that it might eventually swallow up the church ina 
new realization of God's grace. Such a realization would change 
the face of the world in a short period of time, for no one can learn 
of God's great love and keep still. No one can understand the 
enormity of God's grace without having an unquenchable urge to tell 
it, or preach a sermon about it, or write an article to explain it. 
But the great unsolved problem is how to get brethren to listen, to 
consider what we say, to study without bias, and to pray to God that 
He might grant them the power to study objectively. No one should 
study the scriptures with a preference as to what truth ought to be! 
We should study only to learn what truth IS! Brethren, it makes a 
difference, I lmow. There was atime when I studied the Bible only 
to fortify my "position, '' to enhance my arguments~and I never 
really understood any of them. It took a lot of prayer before I was 
able to free my mind of sectarian prejudice to enable me to study 
without a truth-preference. It's not easy, but it's possible with 
prayer; but first there must be a removal of "self" so as to allow 
God to direct the course of study. The indwelling Spirit will not 
strive with man's spirit that he might overwhelm him with under- 
standing. He will give "comfort" and support when we let him. 


Any responsible investigation and reporting of biblical facts 
through brotherhood publications should be presented in a way that 
will allow the reader to reach his own conclusions without editorial 
help. Our brethren, namely editors and authors of articles, should 
cease the attempt to bias the reader by associating and categorizing 
what others teach as belonging to some famais person or to some 
infamous heretic. In such areas of subjectivity the conclusions 
drawn by the writers have no greater validity than the validity of 
“opinion"'. Nothing is lost by laying out all biblical issues clearly, 
openly, and presenting whatever argument that may be made in 
support of whatever side one may be on; in fact, there is everything 
to gain by this type of study. God help us to do it. 
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THE NATURE OF MAN 


The most fundamental issue to be settled in the matter of grace, 
righteousness, etc., concerns the nature of man. In my study of 
this subject I have found two main schools of thought connected with 
man's propagation from Adam. These are contained in the question 
below: 


Is man born with the depraved nature of Adam after his 
fall, or is he born with the kind of nature that Adam had 
before his fall? 


Herein lies the key that opens the door to understanding of God's 
scheme of redemption. The settling of this question will solve the 
whole problem concerning justification, imputed righteousness, 
law, grace, and a whole host of other matters. In fact, there is no 
point at all in discussing other redemptive doctrines until this one 
issue is settled. Therefore, we may as well sit back and prepare 
for a long siege, for this is where the battleline must be drawn. 


Historically, one school of thought can be traced back to a man 
named Pelagius, a British monk born in A.D. 370. In the year 409 
he propounded his strange doctrine at Rome where it came under 
the scrutiny of the Council of Carthage in 418. It was declared to 
be heretical. The ‘'Pelagian Theory", as it became known, is ex- 
plained essentially by Theissen. 


This theory holds that Adam's sin affected only himself; 
that every human soul is immediately created by God, and 
created as innocent, free from depraved tendencies, and 
able to obey God as Adam was; that God imputes to men 
only those acts which they personally and consciously per- 
form; and that the only effect of Adam's sin on his posteri- 
ty is that of a bad example. Men can be saved by the law 
as well as by the gospel. Physical death is merely the 
outworking of an original law. "Death passed upon all men, 
for that all sinned" (Rom. 5:12), means that all incurred 
eternal death by sinning after the example of Adam. 

Henry Theissen, Lectures in Systematic Theology (Wm. B. 
Eerdman Publ. Co.) p. 260, 261. 


This is essentially the teachings of Pelagius and it is still prevalent 
in the church today. In time the Pelagian theory was modified to 
become taught as 'Semi-Pelagianism" and from there it developed 
into Armenianism. Concerning the nature of man, bro. Willis says, 


We can learn the nature of man from the study of the first 
and second Adam. The condition in which Adam was 
created is exactly the same condition as I was created. He 
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was created upright and perfect; he had free will; he had 
the ability to choose to do good... 

Every man who has been born since Adam has had every 
one of these same attributes as Adam had. If he has not, 
the Calvinist needs to point to the passage which demon- 
strates (1) that man has lost his free will, (2) that man has 
no ability to choose to do good, (3) that every partof man's 
nature is corrupted, etc. Unless these passages can be 
given, we are left to conclude that we are born exactly like 
Adam in these respects. Such is the conclusion drawn 
from Scripture. Men are born into this world morally 
neutral, having inherited neither sin nor righteousness. 
They are not born separated from God. Man is not inher- 
ently good; all morality must be taught to him. Sin comes 
to man through temptation, not through an inherited nature. 
It comes to man the same way that it came to Adam and 
the same way that Satan attempted to make it come to 
Christ. - Guardian of Truth, Jan. 29, 1981, p. 3 


It seems incredible that a man could gather up every false idea 
generated since the day of Pelagius and put them into one short pas- 
sage. I have always known that men thought along the lines of bro. 
Willis, but Ihave never seen anyone state it so boldly. 


In his first sentence he stated that we can learn about the nature 
of man by studying the first and second Adam. This is true, but 
such a study will lead to the very opposite conclusion reached by 
Willis. There ls no better place to study about the two Adams 
than Romans 5. in the parallel that Paul draws between the body 
of Adam and the body of Christ, the head is representative of the 
body, and the choice made by the head is the choice made for the 
whole body. Adam alone had the power of choice to obey the com- 
mandments of God. His choice became the choice for his body. In 
the same way, the choice of obedience by Christ is the choice of 
his whole body, the church. The thing that is characteristic of the 
head Jikewisebecomes characteristic of the body, for there can be 
no separation of the body from the head. Adam's choice to sin 
defiled his nature and the nature of the body cannot be something 
different from the head; which means that every person born into 
the human family subsequent to Adam can possess no other nature 
than what was possessed by the head. 


This affords us an excellent opportunity to understand what is 
meant by imputed righteousness. Since all possess the defiled 
nature of Adam it can only mean that no one born into the human 
family can ever possess true righteousness. When one reaches 
that age of accountability and commits positive acts of sin, he can 
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never be pure in-and-of himself. Therefore those who enter the 
body of Christ enter without personal righteousness. Since no one 
can ever be saved without righteousness, then the righteousness 
that saves him must be given from some other source. [ff it is not 
internal, then it can only be external. Therefore, those who enter 
the body of Christ are "declared" to be the same as the head, be- 
cause what the head is is what the body becomes. Christ, then, 
being righteous can have no other kind of body than one that is 
characterized the same as the head, righteous. The solidarity of 
the head and body, and the fact that each body's members receive 
the same status as the head, is undeniable. "As in Adam all die”, 
"As in Christ shall all be made alive. " 


THE MEANING OF “GUILT” 


Both Adam and Christ are legal representatives of their respective 
bodies. Their legal status before God is the legal status of alk who 
are born into those bodies. The status of Adam after his fall was 
one of "'guilt."' The legal status of Christ after his "one act of obed- 
ience"' is "righteousness. '' This means that the legal status of 
Adam's members is likewise one of Guilt, just as the status of 
those who are members of Christ's body is ''Not Guilty, " the true 
meaning of justification. But note that it is a declared status in 
both bodies. Those who are in the body of Christ, living under the 
status of not guilty, are in reality guilty, because all have sinned 
and because all are defiled with the nature of Adam. It is for this 
very reason that their status must be a declared, imputed status. 


In scripture, guilt is used in three senses, or we should say that 
there are three aspects of guilt to be considered: (1) the legal guilt 
imputed to the body of Adam by virtue of being born into the body of 
humanity with the depraved nature of the head. (2) Guilt in the 
direct sense of having broken positive laws of God. (3) Guilt of 
conscience that comes with the knowledge that God's law has been 
broken. The penalty for the guilt stated in #1 is physical death and 
it is never removed except by physical death. This all men carry 
with them throughout their lives. The Christian, although he has 
been declared "not guilty'’ as respecting the guilt of breaking posi- 
tive laws, is forgiven in Christ, this fact does not remove the legal 
status of guilt imposed upon humanity. HH such were the case then 
there is no explanation for physical death. This bring up an inter- 
esting point. 


Bro. Willis and others maintain that when one is forgiven he is 
truly righteous, that is, his "person" is free from all stains of sin 
and stands before God having pure righteousness within himself 
because of his forgiveness. This leads us to wonder what justifiable 
means does God have in allowing a righteous man to die the physi- 
cal death. The wages of sin is death, says Paul, and this includes 


16 236 


death physically and death spiritually. But if the Christian is truly 
righteous, having no sin whatever charged to his account, and not 
in possession of Adam's depraved nature, how can God justly let 
him pay the wages of sin? Death can only occur where there is sin. 
If a Christian sins he is Hable to death, but when he asks for for- 
giveness and is forgiven the threat of death is removed. How then 
can the Christian ever die physically unless he sins to bring it 
about, andif he dies with the sin unforgiven, how can he be saved- 

these are bro. Willis' conclusions, that a man cannot be saved if he 
dies with one sin unforgiven. Now, Willis will have to accept the 
conclusion that either the Christian will never die—if he's on his 
toes and hurriedly asks God for forgiveness when he sins—or that 
the Christian is subject to death, but can only die when he commits 
sin, which in his theology makes salvation impossible. This is the 
predictment that one gets into who denies the depravity of man. 


SPIRITUAL DEATH 


The penalty for the guilt stated in #2 and #3 is spiritual, eternal 
death, and is imposed when one reaches that age of accountability 
and sins by violating divine precepts. It is not necessary that these 
divine precepts be in written form in order to constitute violation. 
Moral law is born into all beings. It is in man's nature. Man was 
created in the "image of God, " and God being a law unto himself 
can only mean that the moral image in man is the moral image of 
God, From Adam to Moses, a period when there was no written 
law, there surely was the moral law written on the heart just as 
the first law was written on the heart of Adam. Paul said that the 
Gentiles "did by nature what the law required" and were a law unto 
themselves (Rom. 2). Even though they had no written law, they 
nevertheless had the moral law in their nature. They ''knew God", 
says Paul in Romans 1, but they chose to erase him from the mind. 
Those who defiled their conscience and those who lived in harmony 
with it, will stand before God to be either "accused" or perhaps 
"excused", says the apostle in Ch. 2., on the day of Judgment. 


Willis seems to make no distinction between penalty of physi- 
cal death and spiritual death, seeming to imply that it is taught that 
the possession of Adam's defiled nature is cause for spiritual death. 
No one will answer in Judgment for the guilt of possessing Adam's 
nature because the penalty is paid in physical death. However, this 
Adamic nature will lead one to break divine law, and it is this that 
is accounted for in judgment. Wiliis points out Ezekiel 18 to prove 
that no one inherits the fallen nature of Adam and says, "the soul 
that sinneth shall die." But Ezekiel was speaking of spiritual death 
resulting from breaking divine law. Because the physical man will 
die whether he sins or not; and here we refer to those who have not 
sinned but die before reaching the accountable age. The soul of 
him who breaks God's law will die the spiritual, eternal death and 
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the body will die physically because of Adam‘s corrupted nature. 
So the passage in Ezekiel provides no help for those who deny that 
man receives the corrupted nature of Adam. This nature is also 
mentioned by Ezekiel in the same chapter when he said that the 
fathers have eaten sour grapes and the children's teeth are set on 
edge. You might say that Adam ate the sour apple and the taste 
remains in the mouths of all his children. 


In the 7th chapter of Romans Pau] goes to great lengths to explain 
the effects of the defiled nature of Adam. He even calls it a law 
that resides in the flesh, ''For I delight in the law in my inmost 
self, but I see in my members ANOTHER LAW at war with the law 
of my mind and making me captive to the law of sin which dwells 
in me" {vs. 22, my emph.). Paul is talking about none other than 
the sinful nature of Adam dwelling in him that makes him captive. 
All mankind have been captured by the fleshly nature and there is 
no escape while in this life. He said before that that ‘We know that 
the law is spiritual; but Iam carnal, SOLD UNDER SIN" (vs 14, my 
emph.). To be “sold under sin" is to be imprisoned by the defiled 
nature. For the flesh, there is no escape from Satan's prison. He 
has the key, and only the death of the body secures its release. 
Who can study Paul in this chapter and conclude that man is free 
from Adam's defiled nature? No one is ever free from it in this 
life, neither the Christian nor the innocent. Note that when Adam 
fell, his son Seth was born in "his likeness", rather than the like~ 
ness of God (Gen. 5:3). Note that God’ said that he would not de- 
stroy the earth as he did because of man's sins, because"'the 
imagination of man's heart is EVIL FROM HIS YOUTH" (Gen. 8:21). 
(How "young" is youth?) Also, the obvious statement by David that 
he was conceived in sin and born in iniquity was made in reference 
to the Adamic nature. 


The “Willis” Cure for Calvinism 


I would like to highly recommend that brethren read or 
re-read, as the case may be, The Gospel Plan of Salvation 
by T. W. Brents, The Campbell-Rice Debate, and other 
material written by gospel preachers who worked their 
way out of Calvinism. That is the only manner that I know 
that we can avoid the unconscious acceptance of Calvinism 
which is inevitable if brethren continue to neglect the study 
of books which answer the false doctrines of Calvinism and 
continue to study from Calvinist commentaries. 

(Guardian of Truth, 12 Feb. 1981, p. 6)* 


*Reference cited on page 3. 
Bro. Willis strikes a blow for tradition, i. e., 'To keep thinking 
like we've always thought, read only what we say."’ Such a recom- 
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mendation is jncredible! Who can give such advice except one who 
has little faith in his own convictions? Why not recommend that we 
all study the scriptures? (but it really turns out to be a left-handed 
compliment, for, if what others say has such power that brethren 
will "unconsciously" and "jnevitably" accept Calvinism, what can be 
said about Willis' theology 7?) And, too, he seems unaware of Camp- 
bell's views on the subject of inherited depravity, which follows. 


MAN AS HE IS 


The stream of humanity, thus contaminated at its fountain, can not in this 
world ever rise of itself to its primitave purity and excellence. We all inherit 
a frail constitution and fortune; for Adam, we are told, after he fell "begat a 
son in his own image," and that son was just as bad as any other son ever born 
into the world; for he murdered his own dear brother because he was a better 
man than himself. Thus “by one man sin entered into the world, and death by 
that one sin; and so death, the wages of sin, has fallen upon all the offspring of 
Adam", because in him they have all sinned or been made mortal, and conse- 
quently are born under condemnation to that death which fell upon our common 
progenitor because of his transgression. 


In Adam all have sinned; therefore "in Adam all die." Your nature, gentle 
reader, not your person, was in Adam when he put forth his hand to break the 
precept of Jehovah. You did not personally sin in that act; but your nature, then 
in the person of your father, sinned against the Author of your existence. In 
the just judgment, therefore, of your heavenly Father, your nature sinned in 
Adam, and with him it is right that all human beings should be born mortal, 
and that death should lord it over the whole race as he has done in innumerable 
instances even "over them that have not sinned after the similitude of Adam's 
transgression, "i. e., by violating a positive law. Now it must be conceded 
that what God can righteously and mercifully inflict upon a part of mankind, 
he may justly and mercifully inflict upon all; and therefore those that live one- 
score or fourscore years on this earth, for the sinof their nature in Adam, 
might have been extinguished the first year as reasonably as those who have in 
perfect infancy perished from the earth. Death is expressly denominated by an 
apostle, '"the wages of sin." Now this reward of sin is at present inflicted upon 
at least one-fourthof the human race who have never violated any law, or sinned 
personally by any act of their lives. According to the most accurate bills of 
mortality, from one -third to one-fourth of the whole progeny of man die in 
infancy, under two years without the consciousness of good or evil. They are 
thus, innocent though they be as respects actual and personal transgression, 
accounted as sinners by Him who inflicts upon them the peculiar and approp- 
riate wages of sin. This alarming and most strangely pregnant of all the facts 
in human history proves that Adam was not only the common father, but the 
actual representative of all his children. 


There is, therefore, a sin of our nature as well as personal transgression. 
Some inappositely call the sin of our nature our "original sin", as if the sinof 
Adam was the personal offense of all his children. True, indeed, it is; our 
nature was corrupted by the fall of Adam before it was transmitted to us; and 
hence that hereditary imbecility to do good, and that proneness to do evil, so 
universally apparent in all human beings. Let no man Open his mouth against 
the transmission of a moral distemper, until he satisfactorilv exnlain the fact 
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that the special characteristic vices of parents appear in their children as 
much as the colour of their skin, their hair, or the contour of their faces. A 
disease in the moral constitution of man is as clearly transmissible as any 
physical taint, if there be any truth in history, biography, or human observa- 
tion. 


Still, man, with all his hereditary imbecility, is not under an invincible 
necessity to sm. Greatly prone to evil, easily seduced into transgression, he 
may or may not yield to passion and seduction. Hence the difference we so 
often discover in the corruptinn and depravity of man. All inherit a fallen, 


consequently a sinful nature, though all are not equally depraved. Thus we’ 


find the degrees of sinfulness and depravity are very different in different 
persons. And, although without the knowledge of God and his revealed wili- 
without the interposition of a mediator and without faith in him—"'it is impos= 
sible to please God," still there are those who, white destitute of this 
mowledge and belief, are more noble and virtuous than others.... But until 
man in his present preternatural state believes the gospel report of his sins, 
and submits to Jesus Christ as the only Mediator and Saviour of sinners, it is 
impossible for him to do any thing absolutely pleasing or acceptable to God. 


Alexander Campbell, Christian System (Christian Standard Publishing Company: 
Cincinnati, Ohio), Ch. Vi. 





(to be continued) 
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